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PREFACE

This report presents the results of a detailed Air Force occupational
surve'y of Behavioral Scientists (AFS 2675), selected Scientific Managers (AFS
2610), and a small sampling of related specialties and coworker civilian
((;S-180 and (S-222) jobs. The project was undertaken by the USAF Occu-
pational Analysis Program as a part-time project, and repeated data collections
were made in 1981 and early 1984 to provide data to evaluate proposed
changes to the Behavioral Scientist specialty description (AFR 36-1).

Authority for conducting occupational surveys is contained in AFR 35-2
and AT'CR 52-22. Specific authority for this survey was granted by HQ
A I'M I'( :/M PCMC.

The survey instrument was developed by Captain Linda Wiekhorst, Mr
James Keeth, and Lieutenant Colonel Jimmy L. Mitchell, through review of
AtlRI. research position descriptions and interviews with about 33 percent of
career field incumbents. The survey data were analyzed and the report
prepared by Lieutenant Colonel Mitchell and Mr Keeth. Computer program-
ming support was provided by Ms Vera Frechel and Ms Elena J. Weber.

'this report has been reviewed and approved. Copies of the report are
distributed to AFMPC, Air Staff sections, and other interested agencies and
individuals (see distribution list). Additional copies are available upon
request to the USAF Occupational Measurement Center/OMYX, Randolph Air
Force Base, Texas 78150-5000.

PA[I, ''. RINGENBACti, Colonel, USAF WALTER E. DRISKILL, Ph.D.
Commander Chief, Occupational Analysis Branch
USAI' Occupational Measurement USAF Occupational Measurement
(.enter Center
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SUMMARY OF RLSULTS

1. Survey Coverage: An occupational survey of Air Force Behavioral
Scientists (AFSC 2675) and a selected sample of Scientific Managers (AFSC
2616) was conducted to develop information to evaluate proposed changes to
the specialty description (AFR 36-1) and to evaluate job attitudes of job
incumbents. Ninety percent of all Behavioral Scientists and 15 percent of all
Scientific Managers are included in the study, as well as a sampling of
incumbents in related occupations.

2. Specialty Jobs: The behavioral science field was found to be very
diverse, with at least 12 major types of jobs identified. The Human lactors
Engineering jobs appear as a distinct subspecialization within the career field,
with little overlap with other functions. Other very distinct jobs include
Academy Instructors, Occupational Analysts, WAPS Test Development Psychol-
ogists, and Research Scientists.

3. Career Progression: Beyond the very specialized entry-level jobs, Air
Force Behavioral Scientists and Scientific Managers transition into program
management and staff plans functions. Most senior incumbents are also
involved in personnel selection and management. There is no clear separation
between senior 2675 and 2616 positions, since members holding both AI'SCs
appear in most advanced jobs.

4. AFR 36-1 Specialty Descriptions: The proposed changes to the specialty
description for AFSC 2675 appear realistic. Establishment of a shredout for
the Human Factors area appears justified and the elimination of the require-
ment for a master's degree is consistent with actual practice over the last
decade. The change will enhance recruiting for this field and facilitale
career field management. The present AFR 36-1 description for Scientific
Managers (2616) does not emphasize personnel management although this is
the most time-consuming aspect of the job. The present structure merges the
Behavioral Scientist (267X) with unrelated scientific areas (Chemist, Metal-
lurgist, Nuclear Research, etc.) which results in a very general AIR 36-1
description. An alternative specialty structure is suggested which would
identify Behavioral Science Managers and clarify 267X career progression.

5. Job Attitudes: Behavioral Scientists have very positive attitudes toward
their work; their attitudes are comparable to most other Air Force officers.
More Behavioral Scientists indicate they plan a full military career than is the
case for Air Force officers in general. Some Human Factors Enginerinq
Scientists indicate dissatisfaction with the organizational climate of their units,
but the specific causes of this dissatisfaction are not known.

4 6. Career Field Dynamics: Comparison of the 1984 data with survey results,
from 1981 indicate a number of changes in the jobs and atlitudes ol the
specialty in the last 3 years. Significant improvement was seen in the job
attitudes of some job groups. Further changes are expected as the Ilumn.
Factors area and other functions expand during the next few yevrs as pro-
grammed.

4"
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7. Recommendations: The revised AFR 36-1 should be approved for April
1985 implementation. Some type of revalidation of advanced degree require-
ments will be needed. Other problems, such as functional managership,
possible alternative staff-level structure, and dissatisfaction with the organi-
zational climate in some job groups, need to be resolved. Recommend a U&T
Workshop be convened for the Behavioral Scientist specialty in early 1985.

vi



OCCUPATIONAL SURVEY REPORT
AIR FORCE BEHAVIORAL SCIENTISTS (AFSC 267X)

AND RELATED SPECIALTIES

INTRODUCTION

Behavioral Scientists in the Air Force, as described in AFR 36-1, con-
duct research to identify, quantify, predict, and control behavior of humans
and variables affecting behavior. They may also experiment with animals in
('omparative research and study human behavior as manifested either indi-
vidually or in groups, and in interaction with machines. Major duties and
responsibilities of the 267X Officer Specialty include: a. Conducts research;
b. Conducts applied research; c. Monitors and performs liaison and consulta-
tive activities; and d. Manages behavioral sciences research and develop-
ment. Authorized grade spread is second lieutenant through lieutenant
colonel. Related DOD Occupational Group is 5E (see Appendix A).

At the senior staff level, the Behavioral Scientist specialty is grouped
with other scientific specialties into the Scientific Manager utilization field
(AFSC 2616). The other specialties included in the Scientific Manager area
are:

2625 - Computer Research Officer
2635 - Physicist
2645 - Chemical Research Officer
2655 - Metallurgist
2665 - Nuclear Research Officer
2685 - Scientific Analyst

Scientific Managers direct, formulate, manage, evaluate, and coordinate
research and development programs and projects; act as executive managers
of large and diverse scientific organizations; and supervise scientific research
activities. Authorized grade spread for AFSC 2616 is major through colonel.

(urrently, there is no entry-level training program for assessions into
either the 267X or 261X specialties, although an AFIT short course is under
development for those Behavioral Scientists slated for Human Factors assign-
ments (personal communications, HQ AFSC Human Factors Monitor, 1984). A
master's degree in Human Engineering or Psychology is presently "mandatory"
for entry into the 267X specialty and a master's degree in science or engi-
neering or a bachelor's degree in science or engineering with a master's
degree in Research and Development Management or Business Administration is?!K'esirable" for award of AFSC 2616.

AUTHORIZED FOR PUBLIC RELEASE; DISTRIBUTION UNLIMITED
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History and Background

The USAF has a long history of successful behavioral science research.
A number of lines of research developed during and following World War 11, S
including pilot selection, equipment design and human-machine interactions
(Human Factors Psychology or Engineering), animal research in space
(Experimental Psychology), and Various personnel and training research
programs (Personnel Tests and Measurements). In 1954, the USAI' (lassifica-
tion system recognied four types of Behavioral Scientists: At'SC 869;, P&D)
Officer; AFSC 9954, Human Resources Staff Assistant; A'SC 83o, Human S
Resources Research Officer; and AFSC 8816, Human Resources Staft ()fficer..*
Through the years, these specialties have changed a number of times both in
terms of AFSC number and title (see Figure 1). By 1961, these speciilties
had become:

AFSC 1896F - Human Performance Engineer
AFSC 2969E - Experimental Psychologist
AFSC 2696F - Personnel Measurement Psychologist
AFSC 2616 - Staff Scientist

In 1964, these various specialties were consolidated into one utilization
field and became the Behavioral Scientist specialty (AI'SC 2675), with shred-
outs A, B, and C for the various psychology subspecializations. A fourth
shredout, Z, was also added to include other social scientists (anthropology,
sociology, etc.). In 1967, some Human Factors Psychologists were moved to
AFSC 2955, Personnel Subsystem Officer, which later became AFSC 2724. In S
1976, the 2675 shredouts were dropped to provide more flexible assignments.
Since that time, there have been a number of suggestions made to return to a
shredout structure or to transfer some groups, particularly the remaining
Human Factors Psychologists, to some other Air Force specialty. (urrently,
a draft revision to ,,FR 36-1 which would reestablish the A shredout for the
Human Factors Psychologists, revise the description of the specialty, and S
modify the educational requirements for entry into the field is in major com-
mand coordination (see Appendix B).

Throughout this period, there have been some suggestions that. military
psychologists were difficult to attract and retain. A 1968 report by the
ad hoc committee on career status of military psychologists (Division 19 of the S
American Psychological Association) concluded that pay and allowances of
uniformed psychologists compared "very unfavorably" with their civilian peers
(Hedlund et al 1968). Salary, however, was not the only concern ,;in(-( job
satisfaction was also thought to be impacted by the "opportunity for profes-
sional or scientific development," "more personal control over assignmenls,"
and by "professional or scientific isolation" (lbid 121). he )ivision 1) 5

Information taken from the Air Force Sci .ltv tlisLorv - )tt ,W (AIS-I!I.)
file, Techni al Services Division, Air tr e t1Lt1 Rc. ii11) I. I torl S
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r(epo r w,Lr; followed in 19T0 by a very critical report published in the
American l',;ychologist critiquing Air, Force salaries and utilization policies

bJ,I( Oy l97(), . 'lThi; 1uthor recommended entry at the captain level for new
military psychologists holding doctorates, professional pay comparable to
physicins or flight pay, preinduction counseling on job opportunities, and a
systematic program for professional interaction through periodic conferences
(Ibid: 380). Jacoby also challenged the Military Psychology Division of the
AIPA to take a more active role in lobbying for proper treatment of psycholo-
gis;ts and dissemination of information about. military psychology jobs (Ibid:
38 7 1.

With this background in mind, an occupational survey of the Air Force
bechaiviorl Scientist specialty was suggested by the USAFOMC staff in 1978.
'tlhis was envisioned as a part-time project which could be accomplished with
minimal expense, since the relatively small utilization field population would
not justily a normal priority project. The USAF Classification Branch of the
Air I'orce Manpower and Personnel Center (AFMPC) concurred with this
approah and approved the project through assignment of an AFPT survey
ron t rl number (AIt'PT 90-26X-370).

Inventory Development

As; a starting point in developing a task list for the Behavioral Scientist
(Al'S(: 2'67X) spe cialty, Air Force personnel documents, such as AFR 36-1,
(t )icr Specialty Descriptions, were screened to identify basic duties and
rcu;ponsibilities of USAF Behavioral Scientists. In addition, a set of special
job descriptions for 267X officers were recovered from the AFHRL historical
tiles;. In 1974-75, AFtRL, had conducted a special study of all officer special-
ti's by collecting narrative job descriptions from a representative sample of
po>;li(on incumbents. Twenly-two Behavioral Scientist position descriptiors
wire located in this file and served as a foundation for preliminary task list
(fiveIoprnenI. Similar forms were reproduced by USAFOMC and mailed to
,hout 3( behavioral Scientists to update position descriptions and capture
r,(en itly developed jobs. As the opportunity presented itself during trips for
olhot purposes (in the normal pursuit of the occupational survey program),
inl(rview>; were cG..duc:ted with 33 Behavioral Scientists at Wright-Patterson
Al', th, tISAI' Academy, l,owry AFB, Keesler AFB, Norton AFB, and
l~indolph At'tb. About one-third of the members of the specialty were con-
tacted cither by mail or through personal interviews.

A r,i vely shor'l task list containing 33(0 lask statements grouped under
I i major (ulty headings was developed. Because O the relatively small popu-
ation ((Iboul 1,10 officer positions) an ( diverse number of jobs, the task list
Sis writlen it ai more gener,fd level of specificity than is normally the case.
%ith ';m,ll field:; such as this , only a few tasks per known lob group should
r0 ,nial ly dift(er'enliate ciListcr's and job types. Thus, an overly long and

i P'l,ilid tsk litng ,avi s considered unnecessary.

'lhe USAf tob inventory wajs organized functionally. The duties of the
task irwntry irc shown in tigure 2, along with the number of tasks
in( li(dd unrdr ,,ich duty hin . Note thatl the (;eneral (ommand Functions

• _I. . - _ . . . . . . . . . .. . ..



(including tasks such as "conduct (ommander's Call,' etc. ) which are
normally performed by unit commanders are listed first, while the more tech-
nical, entry-level functions are placed toward the end of the inventory
(Duties F through Q).

A fairly extensive background section was also developed for the tISAr
job inventory, ranging from personal identification, education level, academic
specialization, etc., to standard job interest questions normally included in all
job inventories (see Figure 3). These types of data facilitate the identifica-
tion of job groups during analysis and permit a more detailed look at potemtia
problem areas within the utilization field. Such data miy be displayed by
grade, job type, or by organization to highlight differences in groups or to
identify particular jobs or areas where morale may be an issue. l'inally, t.he,
USAF job inventory also included items relating to the individual's future
plans to remair. in the specialty, move to a related specialty, move out of the
behavioral science area, or leave the Air Force.

The final job inventory was validated through comprehensive reviews by
senior Behavioral Scientists at AFMPC, AFHRI,, and USAFOMC. In addition,
the AFMPC Career Development Manager also reviewed and approved the
instrument.

S :. _ _ . . _ _ _ : : - . _ " . .. . . . . _ . . . . - . . _ . _ . . . . . . . _ _ . . . . .
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"IAFMS, ENLISTED TIME, COMMISSIONED TIME, NO. SUPERVISED, SOURCE OF
COMMISSION, ORGANIZATIONAL LEVEL, SIIREDOUT, SEI
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MtTHODOI,( ;Y

The 267X Job Inventory (AFPT 90-26X-370) was initially administered to
approximately 200 Behavioral Scientists in 1981, with the intent to identify the
various jobs being performed, job attitudes, and problem areas. Preliminary
results of this survey administration were briefed at several protessional
meetings (Military Testing Association, Psychology in the DOI) Symposium)
and to career field managers at the Air Force Manpower and Personnel Center
(see Mitchell, Keeth, and Weikhorst 1982, 1983). Subsequently, because ot
the press of other business, no formal Occupational Survey Report (OSR) was
issued.

In late 1983, a number of proposals were underway for changes in the
specialty, and as some of these were being initially staffed at AFMPC, the
Classification Branch asked for new data. A second field administration was
undertaken in early 1984 to collect data with which AFMPC could evaluate the
proposed changes to the specialty (see Appendix B). This repeated collection
of data using the same USAF job inventory provides an unexpected oppor-
tunity to compare jobs and job attitudes across time (between 1981 and 1984).
Thus, the following sections will first discuss the second survey administra-
tion in 1984, followed by a comparison with the 1981 results in terms of jobs
performed and job attitudes. (For results of the 1981 survey, see Appendix
c.)

1984 Sample

One of the major deficiencies in the 1981 sample was the very small
sample of ,cientific Managers (AFS 2611/2616) included in the study (N=3).
To develop a more comprehensive sample for the 1984 field administration, a
mailing list was generated from the UOR file at AFHRL which included all 250
officers with a duty AFSC of 2611 or 2616. Many of these officers are in

1 nonbehavioral science staff positions (physicists, chemists, nuclear research,
etc.); most of these individuals were screened out of the sample on the basis
of their current organization. Several non-Behavioral Scientists were
included, however, to compare the content of their jobs to behavioral science
Scientific Managers. Fifty-four Scientific Managers were considered eligible
either as a behavioral science 261X officer, or as a comparative sample. ()t

* this number, only 37 replied to the questionnaire. A number ot those
specializing in other types of R&D efforts returned the survey booklet blank
with a note that it did not cover their current job.

A computer listing of all AFSC 2671/2675 officers yielded 152 names
which included those currently in on-duty educational programs under the Air
Force Institute of Technology. Currently, there are 143 authoriiations tor
this specialty in the Air Force (but this figure excludes those in school who
are carried under student authorizations). UISAF job inventories were mailed
to all 152 individuals through local CBPO Survey (Control ()flicers. I'iel d
administration was closed in August upon receipt of the 124th inventory from
a 267X officer.

S ' -
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tlable I displays the major command of assignment of both assigned
s;trei(Ilh and those in the survey sample. Note that 90 percent of those
AI (: 2 2,/X oftic(ers elilible for the survey responded, an exceptionally good
retIll r ,0Ci. 'The 124 officers in the final sample represent 82 percent of the
,i;si(JI((l ,;trength of the specialty. The return rate for Scientific Managers

AtS(" 2611/2010 ) was 70 percent of those eligible, representing 14 percent of
(III al(IX ollicers assigned. The lower return rate (70 versus 90 percent) for
21lX oflicers is, in part, a function of including nonbehaviural science 261X
officer's in the study for comparative purposes. As noted earlier, some of
these senior officers declined to participate. The return among 261X officers
with I behavioral science background was about 85 percent, which is quite
(omporiale to the Behavioral Scientist sample.

In (iddilion to liehavioral Scientists and Scientific Managers, members of
svera related Al'S( s were also given the opportunity to participate (see
T, ifbl 2 ). These individuals included AFSCs 2724, Research and Development
(fficors (who have behavioral science backgrounds and perform related jobs);
271 (, l<&l) Managers; 7516, Lducation and Training Staff Officer; 2685,
Systums Analyst (assigned to an occupational analysis position); and two
enlisted specialties where a Chief Master Sergeant and Senior Master Sergeant
are, ,iSsigned to company-grade-equivalent positions. In addition, civilian
emh(fye '' holding a (;S-180, Personnel Psychologist, or GS-222, Occupational
Anailyst, series assi(ned to the same organizations were given an opportunity
to parliipate in the study on a voluntary basis (to compare their jobs and
job Ittitudes with their military counterparts). They range in grade from
(;S-' to (;M-15 (see Table 3). A total of 35 DAF civilian employees assigned
prinmry in Air f'or'ce Systems Command (AFHRL) and Air Training Command

S,'( )M(:) chose to participate.

With the other military and the 35 DAF civilian sample, the total number
of par'ticipants for this study was 206. This type of heterogeneous sample
provides aI comprehensive look at Behavioral Scientist and Scientific Manager's
jobs, is well as permitting the comparison of such jobs with those of their
coworkers in the same or related organizations. While this is an unusual
sampling strategy, it provides a very comprehensive basis for analyzing both
the similarities and the differences among related Air Force jobs.

Data Analysis

'lime Spent Ratings. [lach incumbent was asked to rate the relative amount of
lime spent on the tsks perform. The ratings were made by survey respond-
ents on eac(h of the tasks they performed in their present jobs, using the

l )howirig time spent scale:

RATING SCAI.tF AMOUNT OF' Ti E SPENT

I Very Small Amount
Much Below Average
Below Average

4Slightly Below Average



5 About Average
6 Slight Above Average
7 Above Average

8 Much Above Average

9 Very Large Amount

As a first step in the analysis of occupational survey data, each respondent's
time-spent ratings were converted to percent-of-time ratings. To accomplish
this converion, all of an individual's relative- time-spen t ratings were summed,
with the total representing all of the individual's job. Each Separate task
rating was then divided by the total and the quotient multiplied by 100) to
provide the relative- percent- time ratings for each task.

For the purpose of organizing individual jobs into similar types of work,
an automated job clustering program was used. This hierarchical grouping
program is a basic part of the Comprehensive Occupational Data Analysis
Program (CODAP) package for job analysis. Each individual job description
in the sample was compared to every other job description in terms of the
relative amount of time spent on each task in the job inventory. On the first
iteration, the clustering program is designed to locate the two job descrip-

*tions with the most similar ratings. These two job descriptions are combined
to form a composite. In successive stages, individual job descriptions ol
other respondents were added to the original composite or new groups were
formed, based only on the similarities in tasks performed and time spent.
This procedure was continued until all individuals and groups were combined
to form a single composite representing the total survey sample.

The analysis of the clustering data allowed the identification of: (a) the
number and characteristics of the different jobs which existed within the
behavioral science area; (b) the tasks which tended to be performed together-
by the same respondents; and (c) task and incumbent characteristics which
may be peculiar to specific functional requirements as they existed at the time
of the survey.

10



TABLE 1

1984 BEHAVIORAL SCIENTIST AND SCIENTIFIC MANAGER
SAMPLE: DISTRIBUTION BY MAJOR COMMAND

267X ___ 261X

PERCENT OF PERCENT OF PERCENT OF PERCENT OF

ASSIGNED* SAMPLE ELIGIBLE*-, SAMPLE

ATC 34 35 7 10

AFSC 24 28 57 65
USAFA 20 18 2 0
AU (Includes AFIT students) 13 9 6 5
HQ USAF 1 2 4 0
OTHER (D01), AFMPC, TAC,

Ai.'OTEC, etc.) 8 8 24 20

100 100 100 100

267X 261X
Total Assigned - 152* 256*
Total Eligible - 138 54 '*

Final Sample - 125 37
Percent of Assigned - 82% 14%
Percent of Eligible - 90% 70%

Assigned as of 1 Jan 84
Selected sample (those with behavioral science background plus a group
of comparable staff scientists with other backgrounds)

11
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TABLE 2

1984 OTHER SPECIALTIES OR SERIES IN SAMPLE

DISTRIBUTION BY COMMAND

AFSC OR SERIES

MAJCOM 272X 2716 OTHER* GS-1 0 GS-222

ATC 0 0 4 11 I1

AFSC 2 1 0 13 o

USAFA 0 0 1 0 0

TOTAL 3 1 5 24 II

SUMMARY

261X - 37

267X - 125

272X 3
2716 1 1
Other* 5
GS-180 24
GS-222 11

TOTAL SAMPLE 206

Includes 7516, 2685, and enlistcd AFSCs

12
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TABLE 3

DISTRIBUTION OF OAF CIVILIANS BY SERIES AND GRADE

SERIES

PERSONNEL PSYCH OCCUP ANALYST
GRADE (GS-180) (GS-222)

GS-9 6 1

GS-l 3 1

GS-12 6 8

GS-13 3 1

GS-14 4 0

GS-15 2 0

I 3



1984 BI. HAVIORAIL SCI lN'TISi' JohS

Overview

There are very few tasks performed in common by at least (0 percenl (of
those surveyed. These few "common" tasks involve such things as:

Per( eit

Ilr rI i n ii

Prepare or proofread correspondence, such as
memos, letters, or messages 70

Attend staff meetings 7 b
Read Air Force (or semi-official) recurring publi-
cations (AU Review, Airman, AF Times, etc.) 0
Coordinate correspondence 7')
Answer telephone inquiries 7)

Present briefings 73
Read current periodic-Is and journals relating
to field of endeavor 7o)

Develop or prepare formal briefings
Attend scientific or professional conventions
or conferences 01

None of these tasks are technical activities; all are very general tasks which
might be performed by members of a number of Air Force specialties. T'hus
the field remains a very diverse field with a number of distinct jobs. This
makes it very important to examine the variety of jobs performed within the
utilization field.

The major types of jobs identified are shown in Figure 4, portrayed so
as to illustrate the relative proportion of the total sample in each job. The
"mainstream" behavioral science jobs are those of Research Scientists
(GP0035) and Program Managers and Chiefs (GP0025), which appeari ai the
top of the diagram (see Figure 5), since they perform a core of technical and
professional tasks involving behavioral science research or the management ol
such research programs. These groups, and others, are detailed in the
following paragraphs which discuss the types of tasks performed by the niem-
bers of each job type.

Job Group Descriptions

I. RESEARCH SCIENTISTS (GP035, N720). This group (it individ-
uals spent the majority of their work time (about 60 percent) in res(,arch,
general, and administrative functions. They are mostly 2671 or ,75 lieueln-
ants and captains (one major), but 4 of the 20 are (S-l8 I)Af civili,,ri:;
(GS-9 to GM-15) directly involved in technical work. These 1i6search
Scientists are assigned primarily to the Air Force Human Resoures lAbozi-
tory (AFHRI.), AF" Wright Aeronautical laboratory (AFWAI.), At N1lnpn) .Air
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FIGURE 4

1984 BEHAVIORAL SCIENTIST JOBS
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OTHER SCIENTISTS -10%
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4'.

SPECIAL PROJECT
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HUMAN FACTORS
SCIENTISTS - 5. CONTRACT MANAGERS - 1%
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,idl ,oPe; nnl (Cenlor (AI'lMP(), USAF Recruiting Service (USAFRS), and
Aero)-M t dl Research Laboratory. Only two indicated they supervise
anyone, and those two individuals supervise only one each. Their job titles
include: Personnel Research Psychologist, Manpower/Personnel Research
Psychologisl, Personnel Survey Analyst, Research Engineer, and Senior
Scientist. Typical tasks include:

Collect data for research
Analyze research data
Arrange for processing of research data
Analyze results of research
Prepare summaries or tabulations of statistical

find i ngs
Prepare report(s) documenting findings or conclusions
Set up experimental designs
Plan research experiments or research surveys
Identify specific research problems to be addressed
Develop or test hypotheses
Perform research literature reviews
Design special instruments or techniques for

research

1These and similar tasks are performed by 80 to 95 percent of the members of
the group and, thus, form a meaningful core of tasks for this job. Roughly
35 percent of their total work time is devoted to just the tasks reported
above. Thus, this job appears to have a well-defined focus on behavioral
science research, although the specific topic of research varies with the
individual's assignment.

'ifty to sixty percent of the group are also involved, to some degree,
with research contracts, indicated by performance of such tasks as:

Participate in contractor briefings or reviews
Monitor -ontracts in terms of technical or financial

aspects
Maintain documents or paperwork relating to contracts
Prepare memorandums of agreement

Thirty-tive to seventy percent of the members of the group are involved
with administrative functions in addition to their research functions. Typical
tasks include:

Prepare or proofread correspondence, such as memos,
letters, or messages

Locate reports or other materials for visitors or
request or

I1



V
Ma i nta in (orrespond ence f i I es
[nit iate requests for reproduct ion
Present program briet i ngs to vi s itor.s

Overall, this appears to be a fatirly well-deohned job which ocusi pri-
manly on behavioral science research. Members of the group appealr lo be
first-line technical workers directly involved in conducting Air ['orce Imin-
power, personnel, and training research, but who also perform some
contracting functions and administrative activities in support of re ,;earch
programs.

11. PROGRAM MANAGERS AND CHIEFS (0P0025, N=95). The Iltr(est
group in the study involved individuals who commonly perform many of the
supervisory, administrative, and general functions. These common manage-
ment type functions bring the group together; yet, there are several dislinct
types of jobs within the group which makes it a cluster of jobs. E ach type
of job is described briefly below:

A. Proqram Spervisors (GP0068, N=29). The initial specialized
job type within the Program Managers and Chiefs cluster is one where indi-
viduals spend more than 50 percent of the work time on supervisory,
research, application of research, and managing research or application pro-
grams functions. They range in grade from captain through colonel, most
holding the 2675 or 2616 AFSC; 5 of the 29 are DAF civilian employees (;S-14
through GM-14, mostly GS-180, Supervisory Personnel Psychologists. Members
of the group are assigned to a variety of organizations, including: AIHRI,,
HQ ATC/XPT, USAFOMC, LMDC, and other units (one each), such as Equal
Opportunity Management Institute, 93 BMW, 3400 TCHITW, Foreign Technology
Division, ASD, AFLMC, USAFSAM, AMRL, and Qt)USAI'/RRE. Job tilles are
typically Chief of a branch, division, or program (such as Chiet, Res(earch &
Evaluation Division; Chief, ISD Branch; Chief, Test & Training Res;eirchl
etc.). They supervise 1 to 15 individuals, although some (typically the more
junior captains or GS-12s) have no subordinates but supervise a program.
Tasks typical of the group, exclucding the common administrative task;,
include:

Monitor progress of projects
Identify research requirements
Identify specific research issues to be addressed
Provide research results of findings to users or

potential users
Coordinate with uses on the application of Iehavior.il

science research
Maintain personal contact with personnel of thi.r

un its
Review status of programs or issues
Design or conduct applications researrch proiects
Resolve problems or conflicts (progran or persrr, l)

.--6 . . . ." . . . . ." "J .- -• - , z _ - .- . . . . - . . . . -. . . .



List-en to subord(inates summarize technical problems
Present research f indings at meetings

Formulate long-range research objectives
Determine priorities of projects
Superv se mili tary personnel

This mix of tasks clearly illustrates the mixture of both supervisory and
program managemert responsibilities. The more technical tasks, such as
design or conduct applications research projects, indicate that many of the
(JroIp are directly involved in research projects. This type of function
reflects the relationship of this group with the Research Scientist group
discussed earlier. At the same time, the research which this Program Super-
visors (group is involved with tends to be more applied, or the involvement is
at more of a managerial level. This is indicated by tasks such as:

l)ire(t personnel research activities
Monitor suspenses
Advise commander or management on problems or potential

probl ems
Resolve researcher or user problems that prevent utiliza-

tion of behavioral science research results
Advise nonscientific users on techniques or applications

to meet their needs
Interact with lateral managers to resolve technical
problems

Some tasks performed by 60 to 80 percent of this group are purely
Supervisory tasks. L:xamples of these tasks are:

brief subordii ites or other groups on policy, plans,
or events

Attend staff meet ings
Review, approve, or disapprove written reports or recom-
mendit ions submit ted by subordinates

Evluate or approve briefings
Advise sti)ord inates on personal decisions or professional

development pl ins
Assign or alJ)prov%'e additi onal duties

Some A.1) to 50 percent of the members of this group also supervise civilians,
,(,re involved to some degree in budgeting and planning program activities,
ind also with some research contracting functions. Thus, this group per-
forms , very wide spectrum ot tasks which constitute a very broad job.

19
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Ic,'; and similar instructing tisks ire the most time-consuming tasks per-
Iiri)rnwt b fy member's oI thi; job rIoiL p; Ihus, instructing can be considered as
IIh( locus ot this joh. Members of the group also perform research
LuntionW; ind ,appear to be very personally involved in conducting behavioral

iri re.ear'ch . 'typical research tasks include:

Analyzve rese.j rch data
Collect, data tfur research
l)i rect statist ical analysis of data
IPir i(,rm research literature reviews
PI p.,re. report(s) docunimenting findings or conclusions

In aiddition to teaching and research, members of this Senior Academic
Slit (I rou) also perfo-m a( number of tasks which are general administrative
or supervisory lasks; 7 of the 10 indicated they supervise from I to 10
individuals. typical taisks involving these functions include:

'.rf oim or(i(' ii-(o e oiUniseling for military problems
E Vva luate p)ersonel pertormance
Slupervise mil itary personnel
Review stattus of programs or issues
Ititerpret policies for subordinates
Present program brief ings to visitors
Brie t subordinates or other groups on policy, plans,

o(It event S
DeVeI op budget requ i rements or budget estimates
Advise sub()rdinatcs on personal decisions or profes-

si 1, t development plans

I hus, this Senior Aca.demic Stall group appears to have a job which focuses
mosl heavily on instructing but which also involves research and supervisory
or ,idministrative functions. This makes it a fairly broad scope job with a
considerible diversity of tasks to be performed.

1). Stat ind iPlkns Ott icers (GP0056, N=10). These 10 officers
,ire rndior and lieutenant colonels, with 2 lkeiin-g seriioF captains. They are
,i,;ssined to d vr'iety Of tlilnts ranging from IIQ USAF (MPXOA ), HQ Air Force
Sy. ;tcni; onmmand, Atf HI., Aerospace Medical Division (AMD), Ballistic Missile
()Iei(, Kl[M( )), or t SAI()M(70)MlNI. Only three are supervisors and they
.SLipevisC only one inldividlal eaCh. l)uty titles range from being a "Chief"
()I p)eltlmy I)i(ctor of aI prog am (although not supervising more than one
other) In [Wd) NMiinger nr Applications Officer. The major thrust of the job
ippeltr> to he monitoring in(l managing research programs. Typical tasks
i n ule
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AI t as lia ,,iri S ith )tfher services on joi nt service

.1(t Ivit 0S

Act is I i.isti Iet t technical training, resi, r( h

tThis staff and plans t'ype of job is focused fairly narrowly on pro_( ram revicnw
and management; 50 per(ent ot the groups' job time involves just 33 tasks,
such as those displayed ibove (and similar activities). Fifty to seventy
percent of the group o(, r flsn involved with the applications of resejr(h
projects. 'lasks typici oft this type of function include:

Coordinate .ipp!icit ion projects with AF research ativities
Recomnend future uses of advanced technologies
Coordinate applications projects with plans activities
Coordinate appl t at ions projects with using organi zat ions
Monitor operationail implementation of advanced technology
Resolve researcher or user problems that prevent utili-

zation ot behavioral science research results
Sell use of behavioral science research results
Evaluatte re search agreements or center study proposals

Members of the group perform few direct research lasks, such as coltI
data. Rather-, their involvement with research is at the phanning and 1)ra(-
gramming level- i peritlic research tasks performed by memnhers of this (IrOL)U
include:

Ident ity n-sea-rlh requirements
Idn1~ t ify V me ifir research proleis t, he' .idres.'td
Analvze nesi r c resuilt s

[hus, the job of thiy; qroop is clearly a plans luncion as opposed 1) the lype
of research involvemi nt demonstrated for the previously disc'us;ed grous

IK. Training ,es ra h Applications ()fi cer.; ((;P()) , N-i). 'le('
three offi(cers, in thi; gAroup s-recialize in behavioral sn(( resera h invilvinrt
trininq pro r iin,. [he, two ( ptains and one mijor tr , ;i ned t() fly(, A'!(
or to a traininq (enter , non(, report superviaing itiyon( . All lrire hold
A!'SC 2f6T. Iia;k' p rtormod fry membhers ()t this grrutl IJI vOrf v sinilar
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those displayed for the previous group, but the focus of the job is on
tridinirg research and application of research results. Thus, members of this
group spent. more time in personal contact with personnel from other units

d (re.search organizations, users) and in coordinating programs and problems
with other' agencies. Tasks typical of this role include:

Coordinate applications projects with technical training
activities

Maintain personal contact with personnel of other units
Review status of programs or issues
Act as liaison between technical training, research, or

plans activities

Coordinate with higher headquarters on policies, procedures,
or publications

Coordinate with lateral agencies on subjects such as poli-
cies, procedures, publications, budget, or facilities

Advise nonscientific users on techniques or applications
to meet their needs

Advise commander or management on plans or policy
Prepare memorandums of agreement
Recommend future uses of advanced technology
Evaluate proposals, forms, or suggested approaches

submitted by other agencies or individuals

()ver 50 percent of the job time of this group involves just 25 tasks,
including those listed above and similar functions. Some of these tasks are
administrative actions, such as maintain correspondence files and prepare or
proofread correspondence, supporting the technical planning and applications
management activities. Thus, members of this group have a relatively narrow
scope job which is focused almost exclusively on the application of behavioral
science research to technical training activities within ATC.

1'. Training Evaluation Officers (GPOO51, N=2). The two members
of this specialized job group are both lieutenant coloneTs (one 2616 and one
2075) who are assigned to Air University and TAC. Both are involved in the
evaluation of training and educational programs. Job titles include: Deputy
)irector of Research and [valuation and (hief, Training Development Branch

(11t 'AC). Typical tasks include:

Recommend approvail or ,i -;.i~p~rv,il ot rese r. h requests
Reviw re ru ,er ( h l(re ieSts

Review stittirs of programs or issties

Coor-dill t With ltera l .igyti i vs oil sibiects such aS poll-
( , pro ic dires, pihl i(,itioins, budget, or facilities

laIiitan lper.;oi.tl ( tiita(t with pe rsorineI of other ulllits
Evaltuiate .survey iustruments
Rcview, approvi-, or disapprove written reports or

re umnlie t t llS i it ili t t vt by sidord itat es
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Advise commander or management on plans )r polit y
Write regulations
Analyze research data
Locate reports or other materials for visiLtrs or S

requestors

Members of the job group also perform a number of administrative tasks which
support the technical evaluation functions of their job. Their job is relat lively
narrow in focus, with over, 50 percent of their job time concentrated in just S
22 tasks. In this respect, their job is quite similar to that of the preceeding
group; however, in the case of Training Evaluators, the programs being
serviced are Air University educational programs or TAC training p)rogrdms
rather than ATC Technical Training.

G. Division or Section Chiefs (GP0065, N=24). This relatively
large job type includes more senior individuals; most are major through
colonel and 7 of the 24 are DAF civilian employees in grades GS-12 through
GM-15. They are assigned primarily to AFHRL and USAFOMC as (;hiels ol
sections, branches, or divisions; other organizations involved include Al'
Office of Scientific Research, ASD, AFOTEC, 6596 STG, [IQ Af'SC, and the
USAF Academy. Most hold DAFSC 2616, but some are AFSC 2675 or 7516.
The DAF civilians are GS-180 or 222. Duty titles include: Deputy l)irector,
Division Chief, Vice Commander, Branch Chief, Section Chief, Technical
Director, Executive Officer, etc. All are supervisors with direct responsi-
bility for 3 to 12 subordinates. Much of their job focuses on these super-
visory functions. Typical tasks include:

Review status of programs or issues
Review, approve, or disapprove written reports or

recommendations submitted by subordinates
Attend staff meetings
Advise commander or management on problems or potential

problems
Advise commander or management on program operations
Supervise military personnel
Evaluate personnel performance
Direct administrative activities
Advise commander or management on plans or policy

Interpret policies for subordinates
Determine budget priorities
Briet subordinates or other groups on poli(y, plans,

or events

Supervise civilian personnel
Review or evaluate position (talking) papers
Condcut staft meetings
Condu(t hiiefings

24
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'These 'Ind similar aidministrative and supervisory tasks account for most of
the job time of these incumbents. Few perform any direct behavioral science
reseairc(h tasks, or they spend very little of their job time doing so. For
example, only about. 3(0 percent. of the group reviews research requests and
only 17 percent reviews contract deliverables, for acceptability. Only 12 per-
cent inalyxe reseairch data. Thus, the major focus of this job is not as much
technicail reseairch but. rather- the management and supervision of a research
prog ram or organ izat ronal unit.

11. 'Test Development Chiefs (GP0057, N=6). This group are also
supervisors, but they are more specialized-in that most are captains or majors
(oneC firt-.; lie utenant) who head sections within the WAPS Test Development
I'rograim w,.ithin the tISAF Occupational Measurement Center. All are AFSC
.26-1' aind all report supervising from 3 to 10 military and civilian employees.
'I heir actHiiiS inllude tasks which are unique to the WAPS Test Development
I'r'o(r'am, as well, (is more general administrative and supervisory tasks.
typic'l tas-ks incIlude:

Rev i w t (-S t cons t Imit I on dorumilerta t i on
At t end stit t mee't inrgs
1 i) rect USAF suet- a It v knowledge test (SKT) constrction

;at t i v it rs

Resolv e prob Ieiw, or- toil I icts (prograrn or personal)
(:onidit ISt.at f fmeet inrgs
kr met stiilori irtes or other groups on pol icy, plans,

or event s
d Rev it-w , approve , or di sapp rove written reports or

recommenotat bus submit ted by subordinates
Ev I iii ie jorstolile Iperformance
Interpret pol tis for subordinalte-s
listili sf test .ttit'duile arid manpower availability

to r SKI t (Oils

Writte or endlorse ( iv i I ian performance rat inrgs or-
Supervisory ;ppr.i is Ils

Review tests siibmfli t ted by test psychiologi st s
Srtiedui I or ip~prove' Ie.mves or- passes

I 'tin thecse ex~impices oft Ihe tasks performed by members of this group, it is
evident I ht lb terr job) is a mixture ot soupervisory activities and program
inmnriqernnt I unct ions unique to the WAPS Te'st D~evelopmnent Program. Their
lob) 'Ippe'lr5 to naWrOwly loc us on these functions , with over 50 percent of
t heir johli Ime riv-olving just'; 20 tasks, including those listed above.

I. ()(upatlioniI Analysis Chiefs (Cr;012)0, N=3_I. Like the pre-
V (t> roupj, this' small grtoup of individualS aire supervisors and section

htidi; who als o sfeciall/e in a single, program, in this case the Air Force
l~ttional Anailysis Pr ogram within the t SAl O)ccupational Measurement

'en I r . they in'IlIwb d ma1,jcr ai capta(-in, aind ai ,M-222- 13, who report
iIr'' uper'isicon ot(d r t~ h evi occupationail anailysts. As a gIroup, they



average performing over 100 tasks, which suggests a much hroader jot) lh,in
previous supervisory groups. ()ver 10 percent of their job lime invlves
supervisory, administrative, ind general functions, but an additionil 30)
percent of their, job time involves specialized occupational analysis functions.
The tasks which are typical of the group include such activities as:

Prootread ameri- ready copies of ) (upat iitnaI survey

reports
Revi ew j oh inventor i es f or content , comp I etviess , or

overlap

Supervise mi ita y personnrel

Resolve problems or cont icts (program or personal
Evaluate personnel performance

Gather or review specialty documents, such as AFR 39-1

specialty descriptions, STSs, or CDCs

Interpret policies for subordinates
Attend staff meetings

Analyze task difficulty or training emphasis data

Analyze occupational data using CODAP to determine

background uniqueness among AF specialty groups

Edit draft or bond copies of occupational survey reports

Analyze cluster merger diagrams to determine job

structure of AF specialties
Coordinate survey results with Air Staff functional
managers, classification monitors, or training managers

Review CODAP computer requests
Participate in training and utilization workshops

Evaluate or approve briefings

Like the previous group, the job appears to be a mixture of technical
and supervisory functions. In the case of the Occupational Analysis (.hies,
however, the focus of the job appears to be more technically-oriented, with
many of the most time-consuming tasks being spe(fic occupational analysis
activities rather that purely supervisory functions. The technical content o
the job, illustrated in the examples of tasks listed above, accounts for the
broader scope of this job.

Ill. CONTRACT MANAGERS (GPO0053, N=3). This small gr'oup ot Ifhree
individuals inclu-es a captain, -a major, and a (;S- 12 ((,S-T)) who ,ire n(
supervisors, but who focus on contract monitoring functions. 'They perlorm
an average of about 40 tasks, with almost 75 percent of their job time
accounted for by contract monitoring , administrative, and general activities.
Seventy-five percent of their job time involves just 2G tasks, which sugest
the job is very narrowly focused on a limited ar, au responsibility. I'ypical
tasks include:

20



Prepare statements of work (SOW)
Maintain documents or paperwork relating to contracts
Interact with pro(urement or administration personnel
Monito r contra(t!, in terms of technical or financial

Ival iate hidder responses to Counerce Daily Bulletin
(CIDE) annotir(Cerlents

Review contract deliverables for acceptability
I',rticpate in contractor briefings or reviews
Prepare or proofread correspondence, such as memos,

letters, or messages
Prepare CDB announcements for potential bidders
Answer telephone inquiries
Prepare purchase request (PR) forms
Read current periodicals and journals relating to

field of endeavor

Approximately 50 percent of the job time of members of this group is
accounted for by just these 12 tasks, which illustrates the very sharp focus
of this job on contracting activities.

IV. HUMAN fACTORS SCIENTISTS (GP0048, N=7). Another specialized
job group involves seven lieutenants and captains (one major) who are all
AI'S( 2671/5 and who focus on Human Factors research and applications.
Ihese officers as assigned to a variety of organizations including the Ballistic
Missile (flice, ASD, AFOTEC, 6520th Test Group, and AFWAL. All are
members of Air Force Systems Command or the Air Force Operational Test &
L wiluation Center. All had duty titles which involved Human Factors
(engineer, scientist, or manager). Fifty percent of the job time of members
ot this group involve Human Factor Engineering (HFE), general, or contract
monitoring functions, and 50 percent of their job time is accounted for by
just 10 tasks. Typical tasks include:

Advise of HFE design considerations
Participate in contractor briefings or reviews
Consult with System Program Office (SPO) personnel on

human factors problems
Participate in HFE special study teams or working

groups

I)evelop tIlE tests in(d evaluation plans
Implement IFE tests and evaluation plans

Monitor contracts in terms of technical or financial
aspects

Perform enginering support for advanced development

Part icipate in development conferences, such as critical
design reviews or mockup reviews

Prepare st.tenments of work (SOW)
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Perform advanced development (6. 1) pla nnig and analysis
Coordinate HFE activities with other USAF agencies
Apply HFE to advanced development (0. ) prototype design
Conduct HFE consultation or stiudies for SPOs
Present briefings
Apply HFE in early systems planniny, studies, or analvsis

for engineering development (6.4)
Interact with procurement or administration personnel
Coordinate IrFE activities within the program office
Review contract deliverables for acceptability
Analyze designs for manpower, tra ining, or persolniel

implications in engineering development (0.4)

The specific HFE tasks which comprise the majority ot this job do not i;verl ip
with most other job groups in the study. The only overlap with other joh,; iS
in the contracting and general administrative tasks performed (review contrct
deliverables, present briefings, etc.). Thus, the Human factors Scientist.
can be considered a very specialized job which has little in common with other
Behavioral Scientist jobs. There are additional HIT personnel in the sample
who perform related jobs but did not group with this specialized job type.
These additional FIFE personnel were performing a variety of plans, super-
visory, or administrative functions in addition to their tfiE activities. Ilhey
did not have enough in common, however', to be identified with this very
specialized, worker-level HFF. Scientist group.

V. ACTION OFFICERS (GPO031, N=2). These two AI'SC 2616 officers

are a major and lieutenant colonel assigned to AFMPC (PALACE V:C(TOR) or

the staff of ASD. One is the R&D Career Advisor and the other a Special
Assistant to a DCS. Both hold PAFSCs other than the 2675 specialty (2665
and 2711). Neither are direct supervisors, but. both are involved in a num-
ber of personnel actions for Air Force Behavioral Scientists or Scientific
Managers. Tasks typically performed include:

Review manpower docum, nts to evaluate current or
projected manning status

Prepare status boards, charts, or graphs
Assign personnol to duty pos itions
Advise commander or management on prob lcms )r potenti .l

p rob I ems
Answer telephonE i nqi r ies

Itnit iate or .pprove re ,ss ignmenit ot mi l it.iry per )so ivli

Initiate or approve per.-rlricl i(Ationi reuests
lInte rvi w tr , aI t mi Iit,trv pe ro',rilua I tI ,is i grim it

Maintain pirsod I Wt ot r.rtti p'o- .itiu l ot othe-r- rilll .
Coo irdli tf wiith f i h 'l i haiilghi. t r s',it I i as

katrot (' t I i.
-+  

}oi s+1+ Inn .I i i ,n. ln Ii t i I-i

ilis Reptt ,, en ,t -'l', n 'l ,n p ,,b ,,m , th ,,, r+, l,.
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Review records of personnel
Participate in selection boards (BZ promotion, OTS,

awards, etc.) 
Perform career development counseling

(ver 50 percent of the job time of this group is accounted for by these 14
tasks, which indicates an extremely narrow or focused job. The nature of
these tasks reflects a high degree of specialization in personnel management
even though neither individual directly supervises anyone.

VI. [to S.CIENTIfIC ANALYSTS (GP0032, N=2). Another pair of very
specialized officers involves a major and a captain assigned to HQ AF
Inspection and Safety Center and to the Office of the Secretary of Defense.
Both are AFS(: 2616 officers who hold other AFSCs as their primary speciali-
zation (2724 and 2025A). Their duty titles are as a Scientific Analyst and a
Military Assistant. The tasks they perform involve such activities as:

Write or indorse recommendations for awards
Prepare or proofread correspondence, such as memos,

letters, or messages
Prepare report(s) documenting findings or conclusions
Analyze research data
Conduct briefings
Develop or prepare formal briefings
Identify specific research problems to be addressed
Advise commander or management on plans or policy
Attend staff meetings
Request data
Schedtile 'rDY trips

These few tasks account for almost 40 percent of the job time for the group,
reflecting a very specialized job. The tasks themselves are a mixture of
personnel management, staff work, and research tasks. Thus, this group
can be considered to be primarily a staff-level type of job which concentrates
on a few research tasks and related administrative or staffing functions.

VII. SPtC(IAI PROJECT ANALYSTS (GP0055, N=2). Another very
specialized group is composed of two captains (2675 and 2721) who are
involved in special projects. Neither supervise others and both perform only
a limited number of tasks (28 or 29). They are assigned to AFHRL or HQ
At'S(: is analysts for the Job Performance Measurement Project or Logistics
IResourcces Analysis function. Most of the tasks they indicate performing are
general administrative tasks such as the following:
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Schedule "DY trips
Prepare trip reports
Answer telephone inquiries
Locate reports or other materials for visitors or requestors

Prepare status boards, charts, or graphs
Initiate requests for audiovisual or graphic support
Develop or prepare formal briefings
Ensur- distribution of written reports
Present briefings
Read current periodicals and Journals reliting to

field ot endeavor

Attend staff meetings
Coordinate with higher headquarters on policies,

procedures, or publications
Coordinate co r responden C

Missing from this job are the specific behavioral research tasks characteristi(
of the behavioral science field. It would appear that this small group spe-
cializes only in general administrative tasks to support their programs, hut
without any technical, managerial, or supervisory responsibilities.

VIII. FOREIGN TECHNOLOGY DIVISION HUMAN FACTORS LNGINLLIING
(HFE) ANALYSTS (GPO049, N:2). -hese two-ieutena-nts (O-- and -2) are
both assigned to the Foreign Technology Division as Human Factors Analysts;
both hold the 2671/5 specialty and neither are supervisors. Both are
attending off-duty college classes working toward a master's degree. The
tasks they perform are a mixture of research, administrative, and liaison
functions and many of their tasks involve Human I'actors Programs. Typical
tasks include:

Develop or prepare formal briefings
Prepare articles or news items for release to

external publications

Anal yze research data
Prepare report(s) documenting findings or onl'lusio

Prepare articles or news items for rclea ,e t,, int erna l
Air Force publications

Perform research literature reviews
Read current periodicals and journals relating to field

of endeavor
Monitor operational implementation of idv;inced technologv
Arrange for graphics or visual aids
Write narrative ttF T&E reports
Analyze designs for manpower, training, or persorrt

implicatiots in engineering development ( 4)

Schedule I)Y trips
Welcome visitors or (onference groups

louate reports or other materil, i for- visit ,r:. )o
requlest o) rsg



The k a;ks involved in this job seem to focus primarily on published materials
";irii ;pvuilii dLit, i(lleclion, statistical analysis, and design of instruments
',1c 'dIii tii. Thlii o l & I, nks the more detailed ITL tasks involvd in

ilvaincel 1W&l) programs (6 3) or more basic research ().I and 0.2). this
implies i lack of overlap or interaction with other HFE jobs (such as at SPO
meetings or 1iL study teams or projects). This lack of overlap may be a
tunction of the very specialized mission of the £TD.

IX. USAFA INSTRUCTORS (GPO050, N=12). These captains and lieu-
tenants are all assigned to the Department of Behavioral Science and Leader-
ship (1)1k!.) at the USAF' Academy as Instructors. All are AFSC 2675 and 4
ot the 12 report holding a T Prefix to their AFSC. Job titles are as
Instructors or Assistant Professors. Only one of the group reports super-
vising anyone (and then only one individual). The major focus of the job is
int;Iructing; however, some members of the group also do some counseling
while others do some research. Thus, there are two job variations within the
gjroup reflecting this difference in secondary functions. Tasks typical for the
whoile (JrOLp inc:lude:

Prepare lesso plafis or design course curricula
lnteract with students
(onduct classroom instruction

Lead discussions or seminar groups
Prepare tests
Pertorm one-on-one counseling for academic problems
Provide input to higher level personnel regarding

academic or military quality of students
Administer tests
Score tests
Read current periodicals and journals relating to field

ot erndeaivor
Review or select tests
Arrange for graphics or visual aids
Develop reading lists or course syllabus

These tasks ,ire examples of the teaching tasks performed by the group as a
whole. Specitic research tasks, such as analyze research data, are performed
by 40 to 00 percent of the group, while specific counseling tasks, such as
perform group counseling of USAFA cadets and refer personnel for specialized
(ounivling such as psychiatric, physicians, or chaplains counseling, are also
perlormed by 40 to i() percent of the group. This subspecialization, yet
overl,apping of functions, reflects the job variations mentioned earlier. The
:suhspecialization is, in part, a function of the current organizational struc-
tuLre of the department since the Cadet Counseling Center is now part of
1)t1KI. ,and (;(:c; counselors are (:ross utilized as instructors or faculty in the
)If, program. Note also the overlap in tasks performed between this group

,ind the Senior Academic Staff ()fficer (11C) discussed earlier. Both groups
per orm the same instrucling tasks and some of the research and counseling
tsks . IHowever, the Senior Academic Staff Officers also perform supervisory
,and minigene(nt Lunctions wher members of the Instructor group do not.
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job group invlves\(5t~'' t.li~i~r i iiliii the (d I ~ (10 t ~
tional Mveasuremnent C(,ntei 1t 0 U A j A) iS- (11, 0tiptsi d iO; Iv o
lieutenants arid cciptmis with, Alj sL, it , tirii t: itio Imtiils j

and GS-12 DA[' ciuiliin implvit> 'S Ali) ind two eflit;tcd metiier
(SMSgt and (AlScjt I who Iper torIII in eqwv lenti pht. %Oin('iL~ Vuprr (ds otl
(the supervisor y 0( (pa ni)1 1)il inil\ A p~ U) p w idericl nd disl-i W;;r'l
earlier (see Ilh , k 1' 1 -' mols kid(-t in 1hi:, Iro)( workerl 0( CHPlit bA I,
analysis group irc t %o 1k, > I~x I.>utinc )ttiitrs \h the Austraflian A ir I O (

(Melourn ) and th ', iiii Nit ,rmIdl l)eterw(C HCl(1 ( 1 trt; %liiIf,)

o( teiorno)e min-p(ii \ l l ('ipitoJi iflsi- ni ionsrand ii l iditoi

30 percent cii their tim, in relitiil iimini;t rative or gener-al t uncin nii J

support of the proqram. !xmqph Of ot task: typicail of theI (11"Wii r, I tol
include:

tGa t fit i o r rev I etW , 1 t, k I .iI I.t o l iitie t s 1, ,.-; a AFR iPb I
Spt I It v dt-( ript )oil. S IS:; or It;

(,a t hecr or rev iew t ra I niii (toiir a tiiitrI aIlS , s ich[ asPil
(M rse ( h.-ar ts , (curse -tlildards , or ( (li eSv1 I Iibinses

*Gather or r e v ie pr e v I(us jot) inv-trii s or o cubip~t lore'J
suirv ey reports I(05)S

Review jot) i riveit or its tor (onttclt ocp It tts s (,I,
(ove rlap

Devel op or prepare formal Ilr iLt inrgs
Present brief inrgs

d Attend staff meetings
Answer tel ephonre i nquir ie s

Schedule TDY trips
Participate in pre inventory divehit m plit0tr li idmlStIrat it)li

confte rencres

In addition to these tasks typicafl of' the whole, gr-oup, somei indIVIdl1uols :,ll-
specialize in the inventory development Itinction , while other-,sp, slilh/ei
analysis functions;- thus, there (ire two j)t) varitrlons %%ithin thlis- 1I) (iroril
Tasks typical of the anal ys is spec ii/.i i on inckI ide:

Prepare CODIAF comp itt rre ts
Ania I ze occupi t iormi d at a us1ing CiIIJAP t, let t io t11

baCkgrouind uriqueiios:; amonig AF stc ilt tv gioiil,:

Analyze Cl uster merger dia:gram,, to Ieterimn u,11
structture ot Alir torte spec jailt ies

*Analyze taisk (liftficulty jr triiririg rmtiu~sis tit
Write narrative oto iltti olia survey rulwttcs (rSk)

1i- ,it 'Ira tt or ttoid top it, it iiSks
(;tjirttinite stirivey risiilts with Air Stlit tiini t iiijl m



I'arti( ip,,te in ut il izat ion and training workshops
brie iin(illing or outgoing subject-matter specialists

[iusure dist rihuit ion of written reports

Tisks typical of the inventory development specialization include:

Interview suhject-matter specialists to develop inven-
tory tasks

organize dity or task lists of job inventories
Develop background information items for job inventories
Coordinate with persoinel at bases to be visited to

arrange visit
Coordinate inventory development with MAJCOM functional

managers, classification monitors, training managers,
or Air Force furnc tional managers

Sc-hehi le TI)Y trips

Edit draft or bond copies of job inventories
Review job inventories for content, completeness, or

40o verlap
Initiate travel vouchers (1D Form 1351-2)
Protread camera-ready copies of job inventories
libse rV SNSs iil performance of jobs

XI. WAPS TVST I) V IfIPMENT PSYCHOLOGISTS (GPOO16, N=18).
'This very specialized job group invo-les those military and civi ian psycholo-
gqists who r(' issigned with the Occupational Test Development program in
support of the Weighted Airman Promotion System (WAPS). Most of the group
are second or first lieutenants (AFSC 2671/5), with some being GS-9, 11, or
12 [)At' civilian employees (GS-180 series). The supervisory jobs relating to
this test development lunction were identified and discussed earlier (see IIH,
(P( )0)57). ''hus, members of this group are the Test Development Psycholo-
Ji'v;tS who a(tuly (orstruct or review WAPS tests, There are three varia-[hon.s of this jot) (refle(ctin the three levels of civilian employees: Test
I' ychologists ( l i nan .s and (;S-9), Quality Control Psychologists

h(ieulenants and (;S- II), )nd Test Management Psychologists (GS-12). Tasks
hat the entire (jr'otml perform in common include activities such as:

P(oces' itm I- cc rccl m-dr(Is

Part iipitc in predevelopment or postdevelopment
(cr1I t tIic(ies

It'e ,ie te( st mfitriil tor turn-in at end of projects
Brieof ir(olin (,r outgoing subject-matter specialists

(Stts)
P'.gii itoil e SKTs
i, nitrn(t tt-ct (,it lin fo r - SKI tev('lolmlent

.. ..0. . . , . . . . . ....- . . . = . _ _ - . _ < : -. . . . . . . .
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above, plus the tollow iroi li.k:
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R,(,vI -s t t: '. sIIIill Ii t. i w (luI) I(,S t i''itl' r ts

Pe V t Ill J, ti - f 1 11ii t t -is t iot i L

PLr 0t r e l j itiin( ria - ctJ\ e ip is I S KI I V Vt 1S

Tasks performed by l est Management Psycholmgists,, in(lude I hose lishId ih o" e
as common for the or her two gr-oups, plus the lv oigtasks:

Estat isli t e st s (h eI uIes a i(I rinnj) owe r i v r labI) I i t

for SKT t eamrs
Answer telI .'phlre ijo ir r i os

Moiito r A KIj HT p rog raii
Prepajre Cr uJ)AI te( AKI s t. i ,ti I it s, t
Attenrd ri- sturvr ct, ediji it iin pr1) ri
Mla ti i I risutrur 1 11[u

Thus, the tWAPS te-,T developmentl jolis exiind it oh lievel, .\ilh old(, l-1sk!
and rosponsihiffls. Ih, I lest; Minaglemini Is al ins.impiish t'l;k-I it

,ill thr-ee levels, f r omi e v (I)p in q test; I iI i, %N ~ I h vMS in 1 tti t11 a I fk I III

projects) tu rmaste-r V vi i nd editing ,, tist, Idr Iris I ifiti to-vl Ih
track current di-vi-lopimril; 1in .- Irlt lea Ii do~crnIu-. il
scheduled lot, revi;ion ind mrN t r' iltoisj ft'[1 hirs' ( ht to-I init r it id

any item.

thiose ofiirts" iii Trilyv tir )ilei !rl VIhtI 1,1 in Vl;4, iIt t llictl .'(!.t 1
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Well is tuft -i ! I Iy -i, rn- to in or e e xpet'i efnlcedl '-ent isis MaIo r -if
fournd III Ili tt tii out thle ju)b groups identified in this Sttitly, 'Aitli 11(10
tenant colonels u It-( turd t)nly, in the 'rograrn Manage('5 ind~ Chiefs; dfl( A( I InK )ficer's jobs C'llcml III, only in the most senior- positions,-. ih-s r- ill
gr-ouped into th Nbii ) Managrs and Chiefs type of job). I ho,t Ili insa
senior grades If'( <-'iw gi ;is, mainagers or, chiefs of behaviorail ;( ierlii pro-
g rams W. I hesw- nour fumc n B",r eh'ivioral Scientists have only a limit ed I, vpe of
lt 1(ilbl !o hem. ihe job) content of these jobs w,.as tjescifd -ir or

under. each typei( of jot) A 11or e detailed analysis of ditfer-c(-ie iri j(Il 1)1

ten r1i"(11It- level wiolii pres :ented in a later section.

Civiianemtuvits inlded in the study ran( in gradei IicootiS-i
1tt the(s e AI Villir4 e'mployees ar-e found in mainy ot the jt< Itorli -

tied, in( luding: keseoii ch Sc(ientist, Program Moinager's and Chiefs., ( uii~i rt
Manaoger's ,I C u pot ronli An oify st s, and WAPS Tlest Developers. '11h(y (to riot
appear in The speciaili/ed ani;lyst and action officer, types of jobs, rior in the
[JSAFM Acaidemy Instr'uctor, positions. The Instr'uctor positions wce ill military'
by policy, although the tiSAI Academy does hove a Visiting frofes:;ot pro -g r-am for- I -ye'ar tOUr FI d ut IwNitIh DFB L. DAl civiliains arle also not in the,
Human Factors frigin(erin og Sientist jobs, but this is- a problem of saimpling.
DA[ civiliain e mpl oy e es are OssI Iofne d to a variety of HIT positions ( tot.

0example, at ASI) Wriciht-Paitter son or the Flight Test Center- at Kdwar-ds, - in
both these orgain i zalions , the C h ief of' the Huf man FI ct or-s br-a neh is a I) Al'
civilian and both biranches; have several civilian scientists. 'these s( ient isis,
were r nadve r-tent ly omitted from th e sample)

Two enlisted members were also a par't of the sample. They ,ire ~iI AlNSqt
* and SMSgt assigned with the occupational Analysis Program of the IVSAIOMC.

Both are performing o~ccupational Analyst jobs along side compinygqr'ddi'
Behavioral Scientists and (J5- 3 through GS-12 DAIL civilians. ( )tiirIiay
undertaken as a test , this assignment of very senior enlisted mem~berts to
company-grade eqUivale'nt jobs has proved extremely successful ( boh in htrms
of job perforimance and] impact on the junior of ficer-s assigned.

MAJU)R C( )NMMA'\h ( W ASSIKNMI:N F -- 'Ihe job) g(1.)ups I5() v-ii y by
major, command to which they ire( assigned. [ he Resear'ch Swcitists; it,
assigned primarily in A'\ir' Ior ce Systems Comma nd(, but It) perceni t-(- in) Air,
Tiraining Cornimind ind 15~ per-iriln in AFIPt(. Pr ogjram Ma nagers ind Chw+ef;
are, as woo~ 1W be e>('eC d, assigIned in (Ill of the commands, uIsingbeioa

SScientists. ( Iher-, tf, Vpe5 I,i(e found assigned to Just OneC rt two0 omIIInifd
f or- example, (rt itNin~r re all assigned to~ Al StC, whil t ".,V A
Instr'uctors are illI it) t SAf A. 'he 'entry-level" positions; with %%,( kiri-levi-I
scientists -ire found Fjrinnr ily in AIC and Al So'-, dependinq on) wher- iiui
pr'ograms reIT-(, i-i In tei nis of totail number-S , AlVC is t hi- hr gi-J ic-er
of behaivioral cieritists ipri idominaintly with the [,SAPIC in W AIS I -
lOeveloprment , ( )c upit ond Anlssand 'Irtainitng l)evelopmyiv C. II Ilt
cases, only )n- b~ehaivioral Scientist is assigned to d command 15-0U Il is I
or, SAC>) Itis'(,lli-pwrlll r for somel( unique funiiirI I -stroin
LvAluitions, wr %I,,ia-tmil hich maiy expaind in IIth utre p tt 11uli I'I;I
W~i th !h( ;r 1)(11 IMM)1 (I 0n The Ii i- I lirman l'iiutor-s S( ionti!st pmsition'

10



0

1)1 1* 1Y Al SC -- TIhe perentagles of eat h job group composed of members
hod 1 n vr'ious ( Uly specialty codes is also shown in Table 4. Most types of
jobs irc composed primarily of AlS 2671 or 2675 officers. Note the concen-
tr,ilion of entry-level (2671) ofticers in the Research Scientist, HFF Scientist,
( )cupit ional Analysis, and WAIIS Test Development jobs. These parallel, of
iour.se, the disIIribultion of second and first lieutenants. The distribution of
Stat1 Scientists (2611/6) is primarily focused in Program Managers and Chiefs
(where 2675 officers are also found), and in some of the small, specialized
,analyst types ol jobs (Contract Managers, Action Officers, and HQ Scientific

PL Anailyt.;s). 'There do appear to be some of these specialized staff-level jobs
where only '2611/6 scientists are assigned, although the majority of the staff
.uienti-sts ,ire in the Program Managers and Chiefs, where they are intermixed
with 267)5 scientist.s. Thus, there does not appear to be a clean separation of
the 2675 ind 2616 levels of work, except for very small groups assigned to
highe(r' head g Li irt ers or, y rv specialized functions with only one or two indi-
vilu ,llt; ,Issigned.

So)t;lCI' ()F (:()MMISSI()N -- the background of individuals in each job
g]roI in terms oft o heir' source of commission is also displayed in Table 4.
Nole, hit the tUSAI' Academy is the primary source of officers for the Human
Factors types of jobs (IlE Scientists and fTI HFI: Analysts). Note also that

* the mjority of the present AlIT Students are also USAFA graduates.
Intcri'stingly, however, only 8 percent of the present USAFA Instructors are
I.jSAIA graduates. l'ily percent of the Instructors group are OTS graduates
and 12 percenl are AF'tO'lTC graduates. (Note: this USAFA Instructors'
(jr'oup includes the basic instructors and counselors. Other USAFA DFBL
members are found in the Senior Academic Officer job type within the Program

SMarigers and Chiefs cluster.)

AVI:RAL;F I)AYS TI)Y PER YLAR -- Another type of information sum-
mari/ed ill 'lable 4 is the imount of temporary duty performed by members of
lhe Var'ious job groups. Note that thcr'e is a considerable variance among the
(griup'; in) te rms of the required travel. WAPS Test Development Psycholo-
(Jist .s seldom travel--only () percent of the group perform any TDY and their
rIvl I,; limited to 7 days or less. (onversely, the Occupational Analyst

iJOuI[J ill travel to some degree--5. percent of the Occupational Analyst group
prid more than [30 days per year Iraveling (which is a normal requirement of

,nalyi t o 'technical 'training ( enters or other units). Human Factors
IEnlineering Scientists also spend considerable job time traveling--86 percent

Sf t he, iT Ilroup are 'TI)Y at least 10 or more days per year.

)IJI ( :A'lT()NAI. BAtJKC;ROVNI) ANI) I01tQ)VIRFMILNNTS -- Fable 4 also sum-
r1,1~ri /(' lhi' dmoUnt Of edLiUation 'urrently possessed by members of each job
group is, inother way to characterize the similarities and differences of the
in'rimflwnts.. The only lob grt)oup to inclide non(-ollege gradLiates is the Occu-
* ,[l ioiail Analyst group where, is was (iscuissed earlier, there are two
erila':tt members I(SMSg(It aind (lSgt) issigJned t) ompany-grade-equivalent

,:;itlions;, l h(' groups where Individuals with an uinder'griduate degree only
or' I b,,iheor".s degr'ee p1Li sIddtionaI cor'ses are the same job groups where
tri;Ily lieiultenants are ,issiqned. 'thes iir' ilso the (iroups where new t'SA'

0
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Academy graduates are assigned, and the predominance (f these, groups
reflects work beyond just the bachelors' level, which refle'Cts, in 11ost IS('e5;,
an intensive off-duty education program. ( Some of these groups with
"Bachelor's Only" members are probably where USAfA graduates tre newly
assigned who are not yet enrolled in graduate education programs. )

These data reflect that the majority of individu,ls performing most kind
of behavioral science jobs hold a master's degree or higher (,is is required by
the current AYR 36-1 as a specialty requirement obr the I ully-q uahLed level).
Those with doctorates are concentrated primarily in the P'rogram Manrigers ,nd
Chiefs, USAFA Instructors, and Research Scientist groups (as Aould [W
expected, since these groups are somewhat more senior in grade).

The questionnaire also asked whether the individual's current positir)m
was officially designated as requiring a doctoral degree. Response.s to thisl
question are also displayed in Table 4. The official doctoral degree r equire-
ments are in the Research Scientist, Program Managers, Hfuman Ilors
Engineering Scientist, and USAF Academy Instructor types of job, (where
most of the doctoral level scientists are assigned, as noted earlier). Note,
however, that while none of the lIFE Scientists in the sample hold doctorates,
29 percent of their positions call for such a degree. This difference suggests
that additional Human Factors Ph.D.-qualified psychologists are needed for -
these positions. Conversely, while 41 percent of the USAF Academy Instruc-
tors indicate they hold a doctorate, only 17 percent of their positions require
that qualification. The difference in this group suggests an overlge of
doctoral-level individuals in the USAFA/DFBL. It is not clear , however,
whether too many Ph.D.'s are assigned or too few positions have been vali-
dated as requiring the advanced education. To address this issue, the next
question in the survey asked for an opinion of the level of education required
to properly perform the job.

Responses to the question concerning what degree should ,!2 required
reflect that more Ph.D.'s are required for most job groups than are currently
authorized. For Research Scientists, 15 percent of the jobs are thought to
require doctoral qualified individuals, where only 5 percent of the jobs are
currently so designated. For Program Managers and Chiefs, the ailference is
also 10 percent., with 26 percent of the positions currently having the
requirement and 36 percent considered as needing the advanced education.
In the Human [actors Engineering Scientist group (where none Curr[ently have
a doctorate, but 29 percent of the positions require one), only 11 percent of
the incumbents felt their position should require such a qualiticalion. Th
USAF Academy Instructors indicate that 33 percent of their position-, should
have the doctoral requirement (versus 17 percent cUrrently so desi lnat jid).
One other group indicating a doctoral requirement is the WAPS l'esl )evelot)-
ment Psychologists, where 6 percent (or, one posit ion ) is required and on.
position (6 percent) is now so designated (though none are assigned). his
position is as Chief of the Test Research Section, which is perhaps t hi only
lieutenant position where a doctorate is a job requirement. Ihe A Ill Studtent
responses to this pa ticular question should be disregarded. th.- q iui, IIon
does not have the same meaning for them in student slots as for ro-rmIl (It O'

positions; thus, their responses cannot be interpreted , relevnt hi tltr -

mining normal Ph. ). requirements.
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PROFESSIONAL MILITARY lDUCATIO)N -- Another question in the inven-
tory asked for the current level of Professional Military Education of the
incumbents; their responses are also displayed in Table 4. Only the Program
Managers and Chiefs, who are the more senior officers, and the USAF
Academy Instructors have had extensive PME participation. A suprising
proportion of most job groups reflect 50 to 100 percent with no PME. In some
groups, this is a function of the relatively junior manning (the FTD HFE
Analysts are both lieutenants with two years or less on the job). Even in
the most senior group, the Program Managers and Chiefs, only 44 percent
in(icate they have completed SOS in residence and only 43 percent by corre-
spondence. (Note: These two categories are not necessarily additive for this
question since some individuals will have completed both by correspondence
and in residence. This is clearly demonstrated by the Action Officers group,
where 100 percent completed SOS in residence and 50 percent also completed
it by correspondence.) Some proportion of 9 of the 12 job groups completed
Air (ommand and Staff College by seminar (or correspondence), but only 12
percent of the Program Managers and Chiefs attended in residence. Finally,
only a small percentage of the Program Managers and Chiefs have completed
Air War College by seminar, in residence, or by correspondence. This is
indicative of the relative seniority of members of this group versus all other
jot) types.

JS'tJINFSS OF EDUCATION AND PME -- Survey respondents were also

asked to rate the degree to which their psychology degree has been useful in
their present job. A similar question was asked about the usefulness of their
PME training to their job. One hundred percent of the USAF Academy
Instructors indicated their degrees were very useful (5 to 7 on a 7-point
scale with 4 as neutral). This appears a very realistic rating for the
Instructor group since all are teaching psychology at the undergraduate level
in IFBil.. Over 70 percent of the Human Factors Engineering Scientists and
the Program Managers and Chiets felt their psychology education was very
useful. Conversely, none of the HQ Scientific Analysts or the FTD HFE
Analysts felt their education was relevant or useful in their present job. In
terms of PML training, less than half of most groups felt their PME was
useful in their present job. Only the Action Officers (two individuals) felt
PME training useful. Since members of this group have only completed SOS,
they must find part or all of the SOS curriculum beneficial in their present
job (which involves staff and planning functions). None of the Contract
Managers, HQ Scientific Analysts, Special Project Officers, and FTD HFE
Analysts felt PME was useful in their present job. In the case of the FTD
IlE Analysts, this is a function of their not yet having completed even the

basic SOS course; thus, the zero rating simply means they do not yet have
any PMI'.

PRO'ESSH()NAI, 3ROtUP MEMBERSHIP -- Table 4 also includes data
r,lleuting the proportion of the members of each group who belong to various
professional organizations, such as the American Psychological Association or
Hfuman F'actors Society. The data clearly indicate a general lack of involve-
ment with professional groups, with one or two exceptions. Most noteworthy
is the Htuman Factors Society, where 86 percent of the HFE Scientists, 50
per'er t of the Special Projects Officers, and 100 percent of the FTD IFE

j.1
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Analysts belong. Thus, those involved in the itomin I .o r .t I.

clear-cut professional participation in the ttuman I lintoi , So( Kt 0il h, 1-
directly relevant to their occup,ition. In terms o t, : n r iin -y, h lk) ,,i Ji
Association and the other protessional groups, only the mor c enio I'lr (Wi
Managers and Chiefs have systematic invoVniwisI OS5Ii;i; h,, ii,'5
Twenty-five percent of these incumbents belong tu I ho AiP\ (,' t mnle,I
associate, or, full member). I/wenty-two percent b lonq to th" I l n i i.lo1r:;
Society and 26 percent are involved in the, Mililairy 1 t- Iinq A:;. i,, it (,i

are 25 percent of the USAF Academy Instructors 11nd ', pei-el 0l 1h. ,A S
Test Development Psychologists). Thus, involvemenl in prlotesli:mlnil w+1joni-
zations appears limited overall, with membership bing I ir q,.Ply I ',"IT ted I')

more senior individuals or to those job groups wth , -lei r Job Idethh i'01,11
with the particular society (Human Fawtors, Nlltr v let .-;m, t . I he
general lack of participation in the American 'sy hological A-,11on I,;
rather surprising since APA is the major protess:i;onal g loup ha ill ';%, hl)-
gists.

CAREER PLANS -- Data incerning incumbelits ' tltur', plan.; ,rid inten-
tions are also summarized in the final panel of ",ibie 4. In rvevieo iN these
figures, some of which appear to be very low, please remember the simqrple
includes (for some jobs) [)At' civilian employees as well, lot- ..hom t his, iiues-
tion is not totally relevant. Thus, the percentages across he response
options will not total to 100 percent for those g roup5 wth Ia r'(- pt port io:n
of civilians (shown in an earlier, panei of this table). In tTims (d those
motivated to remain in the 2675 field, the t;SAI Academy In;tlut o1's ire
clearly the most positive group, followed by the ( ic upIt onal Anlv:-;ts,
Program Managers and Chiefs, and AFIT Students. (;roups who:;- meribers
clearly do not expect to remain Behavioral Scientists include the Coritrwt
Managers, Human Factors Scientists, Action Officers, IiQ Scientific Analyst,;,
Special Project Officers, and FTD HFE Analysts. Most of these groups; ar
small and some of the groups are composed of non-20ii officers (for, ex,ample,
both the Action Officers and HQ Scientific Analysts groups are 26l h Scien tie
Managers who would not want to return or, be lehvioral Scintists). 'Tfhe
Human Factors groups, however, are both composed entirely ot 2til and I)(,/
officers, yet none expect to remain in the 2675 field. ihis ,ppears to b.
clear indication of the lack of identification of Human lactors Sco islt vs with
the 2675 area or their desire for a separate professional identity.

More Behavioral Scientists indicated they were [, ndec i (dI tha n
responded to most other categories (with a few exceptions, soW h as, the t S. , l
Academy Instructors). These data, when taken with the la( k of t ,, ;;
membership noted above, suggest that many tiehivioral Scienlists (ire tlrl(r,i
about their future and uncertain of their professional idlentity. It is; nol
clear, however, whether their lack of identity is with their jobs , wilh thI'
behavioral science field, or with the Air' Force at large. 'To e xl itne IhI, is
possibilities, we need to look at their attitudes toward their lohs inl I lh i r

organizations.
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(omparison of Job Attitudes

Survey respondents were also tasked to provide ratings concerning their
tlitudes toward their jobs and how their talents are used by their present

position. The majority of most job groups rated their jobs as very inter-
esting (see Table 5), with the exception of Contract Managers and Special
Project Analysts. Sixty-six and fifty percent of these two groups, respec-
lively, rated their job as dull. If you will refer to the description of these
jobs given earlier, you will note that both of these groups have very limited
jobs. Both jobs concentrate on 26 to 28 tasks which are largely administra-
tive or procedural in nature. Neither of these jobs is involved with scientific
research, except indirectly (reviewing the work of contractors or others).
Thus, their extremely low job interest may be, at least in part, a function of
the limited scope of their, job. For most other groups, 70 to 100 percent
found their work interesting.

Job incumbents were also asked to rate the degree to which their
present job made use of their individual talents. Their responses are shown
in Table 6. The Contract Managers were the only group to respond com-
pletely negatively to this question, with 100 percent feeling their talents were
used not at all or very little. Given their low job interest and the nature of
their job, discussed above, this result might be expected. Most of the other
groups felt their talents were used well, but only the USAF Academy Instruc-
tors ind AFIT Students had a majority rating the question as excellent or
per'fect use of their talents.

A third job attitude question involved the sense of accomplishment the
scientists derived from their job. They were asked to indicate their dissatis-
faction or satisfaction (see Table 7). Almost all groups indicated good satis-
f, cti,,n with their job accomplishments, with the exception of the Contract
Managers (100 percent dissatisfied) and the Special Project Analysts (50
percent neutral). As noted in the previous discussion, these are both very
limited jobs and negative job attitudes might be expected.

A final attitude question involved organizational climate, a multifaceted
( nstruCt which has been much discussed in psychological research literature
in recent years. Incumbents were asked to rate their relative satisfaction or
dissatistaction with the organizational climate of their unit. In response to
this question, aI surprising proportion of several job groups indicated they
were dissatisfied (see Table 8). One hundred percent of the Contract
M,,r(alers were dissatisfied, as well as 86 percent of the Human Factors
S ientists, 50 percent of the FTD HFE Analysts, Special Project Analysts, and
Action ()f ficers. Even 45 percent of the Research Scientists indicated they
were dissatisfied, with an equal proportion indicating satisfaction. Thus,
ove ,rll, the responses to this question must be considered as substantially
le;s positive than for the previous attitude questions. The attitudes of the
:ontrwc Managers are not surprising considering their job content and lack

oit jo) interest or satisfaction from their work. We would expect their dis-
atilislt hon to affect their attitude toward their organization. For the Human

F actors Scientists, however, their lack of satisfaction with their organizational
climle directly cont rasts with their positive job interest. In terms of con-
1tir lnh with the other types of jobs their negative organizational attitude

41)
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(along with the (ontract Manager's) clearly sets them ipt'rl tr1m ,Il dh1.

groups as being extremely negative. Yet, this negativism does rml p po 1,

be a function of their type of work, educational level, or, prlt s.,un

involvement. There is no obvious possible explanation for this de(rec U!

negative attitude in the data available in the study (and none took wlvirnt~ii.
of the opportunity to write in comments about their work situation n t1)( h
inventory).
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TABLE 5

J(uf INTEREST OF JOB GROUP MEMBERS - 1984

(PERCENT RESPONDING)

"MY JOB IS..

(1-3) (4) (5-7)

J1UIl, GROUPS DULL SO-So INTERESTING

RFSFAR(:II SCIE*NTISTS (GPO035, N=20) 15 5 80

I'k GRAM MANAGERS AND CtIIE[S (GPO025, N=95) 4 6 90

(:I NV'tAklI MANAGERS (GPO053, N=3) 66 33 0

UM ILAN FACTORS SCIENTISTS (GP0048, N=7) 14 0 86

A(l I )N OFFICERS (GPOO31, N=2) 0 0 100

II,) SCIENTIFIC ANALYSTS (GPO032, N=2) 0 50 50

SPICIAL PROJECT ANALYSTS (GPO055, N=2) 50 0 50

F) lIFE ANALYSTS (GPO049, N=2) 0 0 100

[SAFA I NSTRUCTORS 0 8 92

O ULIPATIONAL ANALYSTS (GPOOO7, N=25) 8 4 88

WAPS TEST IEVE LOPMENT PSYCHOLOGISTS
(CP)))16, N=I1) 11 11 70

AFIT S'TULENIS (GPOO21, N=81 0 0 100
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TABLE )

PERCEIVED USE OF TALENTS - 1984
(PERCENT RESPONDING)

NOT A'l ALI.- I-A1RI.- 1X 1..I. ..,
JOB GROUPS VERY 1.11'.L VERY W41.). I .I

RESEARCH SCIENTISTS (GPO035, N=20) 1i)

PROGRAM MANAGERS AND CHIEFS (GPOO25, N:95) 10

CONTRACT MANAGERS (GP0053, N=3) 100 0 0

HUMAN FACTORS SCIENTISTS (GP0048, N=7) 86

ACTION OFFICERS (GPO031, N=2) 1 00

HQ SCIENTIFIC ANALYSTS (GPO032, N=2) O 100 0

SPECIAL PROJECT ANALYSTS (GPOO55, N=2) 50 50

FTD HFE ANALYSTS (GP0049, N=2) 50 5o

U;SAFA INSTRUCTORS 8

OCCUPATIONAL ANALYSTS (GPOO07, N=25) 12 50

WAPS TEST DEVELOPMENT PSYCHOLOGISTS
(GPOO16, N=18) 28 01 I1

AFIT STUDENTS (GPOO21, N=8) 0 0 10(

48.
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TABLE 7

SLNS. OF AC(CMILI SHMENT ['ROM THE JOB - 1984
(PERCENT RESPONDING)

HOW SATISFIED
WITH JOB ACCOMPLISHMENTS..."

(1-3) (4) (5-7)
1 ISSATISFIED NEUTRAL SATISFIED

tJhl.AI( II C t'EN'ISTS (GPO03)5, N=20) 25 0 75

P, ;-\" "ANA I.:RS ANI) CH:IF"S (GlCPn025, N :95) 12 2 86

1',A( I IANA ERS GUPU05 ;, N-z3) 100 0 0

i0 '1:\[ , t- AC'( kS SC IENTI SI'S (G;!'0 48, N 7) 20 - 71

A( I N IF. I I ( K S (GlPUO 31 , Nz2) 0 0 100

II', [[:INI I t, f C ANALYSTS ((GP00'3 , N=2) 0 0 100

IAL. 1 0\1 t I>'IT ANALYSTS (GP00U 5, N ::2 0 50 50

. 11 MtI., ANALYSTS (;;PIF' 49, N=2-) 0 0 100

I .:I A INS I RI CI RS 0 0 100

' I Il IINA1. ANA LYSTS ;t10007, N=25) 12 8 80

V ., I ..S ItVI, '[INT PSYCHOWC ISTS
(;611i t, N-M). , 28 0 72

I\t 111 51" ((;IU(t2l, N52 ) 0 0 100

0
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TABLE 8

ORGANIZATIONAL CLIMATE OF YOUR UNIT - 1984
(PERCENT RESPONDING)

SATISFACTION WITH
ORGAN I ZATIONAL cI, 1AE (IF tIN IT.

(1-3) (4) ()-7)
JOB GROUPS DISSATISFIED NEUTRAL SAl I SI. 1I,

RESEARCH SCIENTISTS {GPO035, N=20) 45 10

PROGRAM MANAGERS AND CHIEFS (GPO025, N=95) 30 5

CONTRACT MANAGERS (GPO053, N=3) 100 0 0

HUMAN FACTORS SCIENTISTS (GP0048, N=7) 86 0 14

ACTION OFFICERS (GPO031, N=2) 50 0 0

HQ SCIENTIFIC ANALYSTS (GPO032, N=2) 0 0 100

SPECIAL PROJECT ANALYSTS (GPO055, N=2) 50 0 50
0

FTD HFE ANALYSTS (GP0049, N=2) 50 0 50

USAFA INSTRUCTORS 0 8 92

OCCUPATIONAL ANALYSTS (GPO007, N=25) 16 8 72

WAPS TEST DEVELOPMENT PSYCHOLOGISTS

(GPOOI6, N=18) 28 II 56

AFIT STUDENTS (GPOO21, N=8) 0 0 100

f_
0
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(X)MI'ARIS()N OF" 1981 AND 1984 JOB ATTITUDES

Arother way to analyze the present job attitudes of the various job
gri)up:; Is to compare them with the data from the 1981 administration of the
Iu rwvy. A number of the job groups identified in the present study were

;mwhit different from the 1981 jobs, based on a larger sampling of 2616
(df(ucr5; however, the "entry-level" or "journeyman" professional jobs are the
-MW. A (ompairison of the jobs and their tasks will be given in the next
s(ctill i, buLt first we need to examine the comparative job attitudes of those
qroups:, identified in both studies in order to better understand the current

it ittiltide problems.

Iive, of the basic job groups were the same in both studies: USAFA
[I Iructors, Htuman [actors Psychologists, Occupational Analysts, WAPS Test
I)evelopment Psychologists, and the AFIT Students. Comparative job attitude
(Jlt lot 1981 and 1984 for these job groups are displayed in Table 9. The
djlt tor the four attitudinal questions are summarized to show only the posi-
tive responses so that all four questions can be compared at. the same time.
Noe thl for LSAFA Instructors, Occupational Analysts, and WAPS Test
t)i'Vclopifent Psychologists, the level of positive responses are the same or
better between 1981 and 1984. The AFIT Students are "topped out" in both
Studie-; since they are in a uniquely advantageous personal and professional
deVilopment situation. Apparently, they know how good their situation is
andr fully appreciate it. The Human Factors Psychologists show improvement
in their job interest and how their job utilizes their talents, but their sense
of accomplishment from the job has declined and their satisfaction with the
organizitional climate of their unit has plummeted.

'hese data concerning HFE Psychologists' attitudes reinforces the earlier
conclusion that it is not the content of their job which is the problem.
l<he.r, it implies that something has happened in their organizations which
rmakes them very unhappy with their work environment, while they continued
to, be interested in their work and satisifed with how the Air Force uses their
tile.nts; on the job. The decline in satisfaction with organizational climate on
the, p t of the Human Factors Psychologists may represent a serious problem
hathe lulture. 'heir very positive interest in the job itself would suggest
th,.ir Nork will not suffer--the human factors tasks will continue to be per-
fi, med %%ell. hut their very negative attitude toward their organization may
1), tiile for I 01) percent of them indicating they do not plan to remain
in the .: , irea (s;hown earlier in Table 4). None of them indicate they plan
h, ie the Aic orce before retirement (also shown earlier in Table 4),
vhi n te their dissatisfaction is not toward the Air Force as a whole.
Y,I ,m, wti rneed; to be done in terms of learning why members of this

,, ,a s;,o ss;,isted if we do not wish to risk severe problems in man-
'r,,11P Ih, tYi[e Lat unction in the future. The Human Factors Psychologists

, ( , 1%. i. of .pecitl attention in terms of determining what the problem
.,If,. . Ir and management taking some type of remedial action.

rt,. khr finding is obvious from the comparison of 1981 and 1984 job
II (,dt t, h various job Iroups. This is the marked improvement in job
1111!1t, 1,, the WAIS Dest 1)evelopment Psychologists (see Table 9). In



1981, half of the members of this job group felt their job was "dull" or
"so-so", did not feel their talents were well utilized, and were dissatisiei
with their sense of accomplishment from the job. Three-quarter's of the
group were dissatisfied with the organizational climate of their unit in 1981.
In 1984, however, members of this job group had relatively positive job
attitudes, with 70 percent or better finding their job interesting, feeling their
job utilized their talents, and feeling a sense of accomplishment from their
work. Satisfaction with the organizational climate jumped from 25 to 56 per-
cent during this 3-year period. Yet, their job content has not changed
significantly (see following section). Their job is limited in scope in terms of
their performing a small number of very specialized tasks which are largely
procedural and administrative in nature (see earlier discussion ot the job
group).

This increase in the proportion of WAPS Test Development Psychologists
who are satisfied with the organizational climate of their unit is paralleled by
the Occupational Analysts group (56 percent in 1981 to 72 percent satisfied in
1984). Since both of these groups are in the USAF Occupational Measurement
Center and both improved significantly in the last 3 years, it is logical to
assert that something has happened within the organization to improve the
unit's organizational climate.

During this time period, OMC had undergone major growth, with the
added missions of the PFE Study Guide and MTS Standard (OMP Branch) and
the Training Development Service (OMT), including operating detachments at
each of the Technical Training Centers. A major computer system has been
procured for use of the various OMC programs and new systems software is
under development by contract.

At the same time, OMC has gained in stature with HQ USAF, Al'Mt,
and the major commands through greater interaction in Utilization and
Training Workshops, Training Planning Teams, and other functional con-
ferences and meetings (such as the recent RIVET WORKFORCE initiative by
the HQ USAF/LEY Maintenance Staff). OMC's participation in a variety of
major changes or initiatives has gained a much higher level of acceptance and
respect for the organization. All of these factors have obviously impacted on
the perceptions of organizational climate by OMC personnel, and this is
reflected in the job attitude data collected in the 1984 survey.

The growth of programs and changes in job attitudes since the last
survey indicate a dynamic career field. To highlight this issue further, we
need to take a look at the changes in jobs during the last 3 years.
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CO()MPARISON O1 1981 AND 1984 JOt ,S

The jobs identified in the present survey can also be compared and
contrased with those identified in the 1981 administration of the tISAl job
inventory. During this period, the authorized strength in the 2675 specialty
increased from 134 to 143 (a growth of 7 percent). The jobs identified in the
earlier study are detailed in Appendix C. Their titles are displayed in 'lble
10, along with the equivalent groups in 1984.

The 1984 Research Scientist group encompasses three separate job types
from the 1981 study. As noted in the earlier discussion of tasks pertormed
by the job types, the major locus of these groups involves designinl,
planning, collecting, and analyzing research data and presenting such data in
written reports and formal briefings. The job descriptions for the 1'I81
groups and the 1984 groups are very similar, with the same core of research
tasks appearing in all job descriptions.

The largest group in the 1984 study was the Program Manier,; ind
Chiefs cluster. As can be seen in Table 10, the equivalent 1981 jobs are
found in a variety of job groups. The Functional Unit Supervisors identified
in the 1981 study form four distinct groups in the current project. [lhis
greater specificity, is in part, a function of a more complete sampling of
Scientific Managers (261X) in the 1984 field administration. The larger tota l
sample (206 versus 163) included enough similar positions to permit this
greater differentiation among the supervisors and chiefs. The jobs, however,
remain basically the same--concentrating on supervisory and management
functions. The inclusion of some technical tasks, performed in common by at
least a few people, is responsible for the separation of Program Managers and
Chiefs into distinct job types.

Many of the present behavioral science jobs (such as Staff and Plans,
Contract Managers, Senior Academic Staff, etc.) have equivalents in the
previous study. I he tasks and responsibilities of such jobs have not
changed substantially in the intervening years. Thus, most of the jobs and
responsibilities have remained stable over the last 3 years.

There are, however, some jobs identified in 1981 which are not currently
being performed by AFSC 26XX officers. For example, in the ]481 study, J
group of AFROTC Instructor-Counselors (IIIB) was identified where Air lForce
Behavioral Scientists were assigned to several AFROTC Detachments 't civilian
universities. In the intervening years, the officers in these assiignments
have returned to AFSC 2675 or 2616 positions (in ATC, USAI'A, and ,A(:)
and, because of the strong competition for 2675 manning, they hjv not been
replaced in such AFROTC assignments. Thus, this type of job is not
currently performed by Behavioral Scientists. The Other Instructors job type
identified in the 1981 study is also missing from the present sample. In this
case, the change is probably a function of sampling. Officer's assigned in
other teaching assignments (AFIT Department of Organizational b ehavior,
[)WMC, etc.) carry a 0940 identifier code. They were unintentiona,-lly omi fit ,
from the 1984 sample. These jobs continue to be manned by rnmstcr's- ,n(l
doctoral-level officers with behavioral science backqrounds. l'hey do not hold
a 26XX duty AVSC.
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Several small job groups appear in the present study which were not
identilied in the 1981 data. These include: Research Management Officers
(11h), Action Officers (V), HQ Scientific Analysts (VI), Special Project
Anlysts (VII), and FTD Human Factors Analysts (VIII). Each of these
groups includes two to four officers. Research Management Officers are all
2675 majors involved in monitoring contract research, which has increased in
recent years. These officers include at least one of the new HQ USAF 2675
positions. The Action Officers and HQ Scientific Analysts are AFSC 2616
officers. Their appearance in the present study is, in part, a function of
the better sampling of Scientific Managers (261X). The Special Project
Analysts include a 2675 and 2721 officers; both perform highly administrative
jobs not seen in the earlier study. At least one of these positions is a new
billet which did not exist in 1981, involving the Job Performance Measurement
Project. This is a DOD project involving all the US Military Services, which
was established in 1983 to meet a Congressional mandate for a better criterion
of performance for use in validation studies of the Armed Forces Vocational
Aptitude Battery (ASVAB). Thus, in this case, the present job is a new
mission or function added to the behavioral science field.

In addition, the FTD HFE Analysts are also a new function added to the
specialty since 1981. These positions were developed just after the last study
for the purpose of monitoring foreign technological developments in Human
1'Factors. In terms of the tasks which members of this group report per-
forming, this monitoring is largely a matter of reviewing foreign technical
journals and publications (presumably in translated form) to evaluate new
developments or equipment innovations in other countries.

The changes in jobs outlined above reflect a rather dynamic utilization
field with some new jobs being created over the last 3 years and other jobs
being discontinued. The amount of change pictured above is actually a very
Conservative picture, since only those changes impacting on two or more
positions would be visible in an analysis of group data. In addition, there
are a sizeable number of changes which involve unique positions being added
or deleted. Some of the new positions which are not reflected in the job
analysis include: a lieutenant colonel 2675 position to head a special studies
unit at HtQ 1JSAF/MP, several major 2675 or 2616 positions with HQ USAF/
MPX(A (one of which is reflected in a 1984 job group), a major 2675 position
with the Armed Forces Radiological Research Institute (Bethesda MD; actually
this position is reestablished since it was discontinued in early 1981), a major
26N) position with the new DOD Training Data Analysis Center (TDAC) in
()rlando 'l,, an additional major 2616 position in HQ ATC/TTX, one captain
2615 (plus a captain 7516 and one GS-222-11) position with USAFOMC/OMYX
for task forecasting, one major 2675 in USAFOMC/OMTO to develop an auto-
nted task analysis system, one major 2616 in USAFOMC/OMTE to establish an
(Adluation program, etc.

)1her changes are also in progress which will further expand the 26XX
;,ch,ivior,l Scientist professional force. In the Human Factors area, for

ex,miple, 1( AF'S(, has recently staffed an extensive position paper autho-
r-i/ing the iddition of 30 to 60 additional HFE manpower spaces in the FY85-87
time tr,me to redress the decline in Human Factors activities over the last two
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decades, and to better service thec developiment 'Ind w~qul SIt ior On Ii("A sy -
tems. These new, fill I. positions will be at mix of militniry and (ivil~i11 posit orlo;
and will be primiarily in AFSC organi/,ations, V,1th lome atss ign ed to t he ope rai-
tional commands. included in this initiative is the, deveiopineft ot ai new, A1'11'
short course in H umnan Factors to be taug(ht -t I % righit - Pait terson AHi ()I I,
which will J-he , required orienti OnA up0 1n I i r 1n I the1 l timiIn I ac tors aread

In addition, some furt-her expaflizion t S:lN ni;or is init liat((l
as specific Nl11 I( )M cic e ifk I);ttWt hi nchmarking,
Strength and staminai rat ingqs, I estin ptip~ 1Lir tr Pe f ormance
Measurement Sys.-t em, eP d re COmple1(ted( il ll'% Mt (iup por t I terns (or'
subsystems) Lec om( operaitional. ,\Jdfti~intl pootion.: niv d1o I)( r go(jired in
support of id vancet I lravninq ie( hiology In I1, 't ihA I ( I ( ,)Or the
Advanced (Un- i he- lASt i r iimnq Virfhi i '1 i im (> vol\ I loaI pr-AT

tional implement itton

The changes.( cover the- li ,t y s, the ttLif'(nt 'Iddit ions, 1(, iw hep-
cialty , and the added miion rid imanpower aiuthori/,ationis whh re direidy
programmed in the [)().%Itor next year and beyond, il indtloate 11hit I hil
Behavioral Scientist an (I issociadted Scientiftic Manager caireer tl I tf a oit e
dynamic in termis Of qrow~h and imply significant. pr'oblems-. in Ident it yinq

S ~~selecting, (And ass 1g ninj ap p cop riat(ely qual i fie personnel aver ! he nxt ew

years. This is an airenl Of majior (oncern to functional maniigers , as indi( id
in the HIQ All-;: jrit ative( k ucate an Af IT short coursf, and prograjm nut
the added mainpower Over a i-tIisca IYeoar period . IThis an tic ipa led grow I h a nd]
its concomitant mainning problems (Ire part of the context whi~h ted to) the
current pr'oposal to chanrge AiRl ib- I requirements toi the Al s(: 2075 spe-
cjalty description.
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The present specialty description (AFR 36-1 A10-25/26, I January 1984)
.ummarizes the field as follows: "Conducts research to identify, quantify,
predict, and control behavior of humans and variables affecting behavior.
May experiment with animals in comparative research. Studies behavior as
niminiltsted either individually or in groups, and in interaction with machines."
The duties and responsibilities of the field include: a. Conducts research,
b. (onducts applied research, c. Monitors and performs liaison and consul-
tative activities, and d. Manages behavioral sciences research and develop-
ment (see Appendix A for a complete copy of the specialty description).

When this description is compared with the data presented earlier in our
discussion of the jobs of the specialty, it is obvious the current description
does not capture the variation in the jobs currently being performed. While
the present description is so generic that all Behavioral Scientist work is
covered in a very general sense, one could not read this description and
develop any realistic feel for the actual jobs being performed. For example,
the development of WAPS promotion tests for the enlisted force is only
inferred by the phrases "predict... behavior of humans..." in the specialty
summary and "designs special instruments. . ." in the duties and responsibili-
ties sections of the specialty description. The same type of observation could
be made for a variety of the other jobs within the specialty, including the

SSAI'A Instructors, Occupational Analysts, Human Factors Engineering Scien-
tists, etc. It the objective of the specialty description system is to provide a
realistic description of the work performed within the specialty, then a
dilterent approach is needed in a specialty as diverse as the USAF Behavioral
Scientist (267X).
The Human Factors Question - 'Po Shred or Not to Shred. As early as 1976,

an Air, Force Systems Command Human Factors Engineering Steering Group

eet to identify and address the unique problems of HFE Behavioral Scientists.
Prioar to that. year, the Human Factors Engineering Psychologists had been
designated with the A shredout on their specialty code (from 1964 to 1976) or
a separatle AI'SC (1954 to 1964) altogether (see discussion of the history of
the specialty in the INTRODUCTION section of this report). A HQ Air Force
Systems (.ommand/SD) letter, Human Factors Career Field Management, 9 Feb
1971, expressed concern for the "current limitations in the human factors
dar'ea." '[he AI'SC liF' Steering Group concluded there were problems in "the
cipability to adequately perform the required support to weapon system
iuJLisiiion programs for- the full acquisition cycle." The groups also felt

there wis a major "problem of no clear or positive career pattern for the 2675
(,wreer tield." They proposed merging the 2675 career field into the Bio-
medical Services Corps under the Surgeon General, but only if 2675 officers
could retain their "line officer status (Ibid)."

lIhis Steering (Group (established by AlSC Sup I to AFR 800-15) has met
wifdi,illy through the years to study the problems of the human factors
,Ira.,, ind they commissioned a major study of the jobs of Human Factors
I.rqinp ,r, ; in the Air, 'orce. This study (1luman Factors Engineering Career
I iold, ['MA(; Study Report, March 1978 by Major 1'. Porkorny and Major J.
Vi niuk(') involved administering a survey questionnaire to 1FF incumbents to

ermin ,,ittitudes and problems of the human factors arca. %.ijor questions
vhioh cr e ri ;ecd by the report included the followincl

• o . . .



a. Should ,ill Ituliman Factors Entzgineeri ng Support, both tt in'( h ,wI
(t, ve lIopment ird ap p I i caL iol, be t ocise( d in a s ingIe opurat ion (, r t tjf I

t. Where is the most important I ocat ion for tie HumnI i ( to r
Engineering Technology advocacy role'?

c Could the military Human Factors Engineer t better sirvi i v
moving to another specialty code'?

d. Should the military Hiuman Factors Engineering riare ,l i cli I)L
reta i ned?

Additional issues raised for discussion included 267X entry-level eduoclir
requirements, short courses for HFE training, and presentations on In er-
national, triservice, and USAF activities in the HIt arena (see Ht(Q AIS('
SDDE Ltr, Human Factors Engineering Steering Group (IfFfS(;) Meeting,
10 May 1978).

The HFESG concluded the group needed to take a stronger and more
dynamic role in the HFE area. They felt the HFE specialties had not had the
attention they deserved or needed. The perceived erosion of the (,ireer l ield
and the resulting effects on USAF Weapons Systems needed to be exarnined s-o
that attention could be focused on both near-term and long-term Solution;
(see HQ AFSC/SDDE Ltr, cited above).

One outcome of this major study effort. was the establishment (,tI a lumain
Factors functional manager (or proponent) at Headquarters, Air, Force Sys-
tems Command at Andrews AFB MD. This individual researched the stalus oSt
Human Factors Scientists over the last 20 years and concluded thait the num-
ber of such scientists had dramatically declined over that period. Often, 111,11
responsibilities are now assigned as an additional duty and quit( otten, th(,
work is just not done. At the same time, the number of IIFE desiqn etrror:,
(implied from aircraft crash investigations and other system design failure,)
have increased. With such data, the AFSC Human Factors Manager h,:;
developed and staffed a program to increase the number of 1FFt Scientis;ts; in
the next few years and created an AFIT short course as a required orienl,-
tion for new HFE Scientists. The number of A'IT advanced deqree pro(Jr ams
for human factors has also increased for recent years as well.

In another initiative, the AFSC IFE Manager submitted a dratil ,fhll,le Io
the AFR 36-1 specialty description for AFS( 2075 which \\ould s(pirate 1K
Ituman Factors Behavioral Scientists into a separate shre(out (in ctfel, (i
return to the previous A shredout). In t.he initial stlatfinq of lhi:; (on( (,t
AE MPC/MPCRPQ (now MPCMC) asked for ()MY review of the propo,,il (in hq1gh
of the data from the 1981 survey) and for new data to be ol 1, (I(. I h r
draft specialty description was reviewed and revised based on tile ,): iten-
tified in the behavioral science area. The specialty Is sunmmIr,0,d in 00o
proposed change as follows.

00



IOIIuts and monl tors has i( and applied military or contract

rI.;!ear(tI to identity, quantify, predi(t, and manage human behavior
pAI pertorman(e; determine system, o(cupational, or job require-

mu e ; develop tests or measures of human skills, aptitudes,
motivations, attitudes, and performance; applies research results

in the design, development, acquisition, or modification of

weapons systems or human factors requirements; applies advanced
technology in human resources selection, training, promotion, or

other Air Force management systems; consults, instructs on, or
manages behavorial science activities."

l)uties and responsibilities for the specialty are outlined as follows: (1)
Conducts or monitors basic or applied research, (2) Determines system, occu-
pational, or job requirements, (3) Develops tests and measurement devices,
(4) Applies human factors technology and research results in systems design
or modification, (5) Consults on instructs in human behavior, and (6)
Manages behavioral sciences research and applications programs (see Appendix
B or details of the revised specialty description).

The draft AFR 36-1 specialty description also authorizes the return to an
A shredout for Human Factors Behavioral Scientists. This change was initi-
ated and supported by the Air Force Systems Command proposal, and it is
fully supported by data in the present study as follows:

(1) The Human Factors Scientists appeared as a separate and very
distinct job group in the present study (and an equivalent group in the 1981
data analysis). In addition, new HFE positions have been established in the
Foreign Technology Division to incorporate a new aspect of the human factors
arena. While the number of HP incumbents is relatively small (11 percent of
the total 267X sample), they are assigned to diverse organizations in various
parts of the country (from the Ballistic Missile Office in Los Angeles and
Flight Test Center at Edwards to ASD at Wright-Patterson, ESD in Massa-
chusetts, and Andrews APB MD). Thus, there is a need for special handling
of their recruitment and assignment actions.

(2) They are a very specialized group performing tasks not per-
formed by most other members of the specialty. As discussed in the analysis
of specialty job groups, the HFE Scientists are involved with 6.3 and 6.4
rv;earch and development tasks which almost no other job group perform.
'These kinds of tasks represent a very distinct subspecialization within the
('are(r field and inter a requirement for a specialized background (or special
tr',ininq

(3 The subspecialization of human factors is a recognized area
within the broader Industrial/Organizational Psychology area. The profes-
;ioril idenlification of most USAF H1I Scientists is with the Human Factors

, Souiety, rather than the APA or NIfA (as noted in earlier discussion of Table
,1). In this respect, they represent the only distinct group within the 267X
field to I hav sufh a professional id(,ntitication.

0 - : : . _ . _ _ . _ .. - -. .. . . .. . .. . . . . . . . . .. .



the vaist majori[t y oft I i Scint ish, [he= . ~ n I is t' Hr

wrganlzotional chinat e da ta in i aPP W. Ini MAft -1 c 1, "e (' t
Iiwith their- otqanimitors is much lower toddv than vi 1K *v ] .ii 4

earlier ('linfls o 0 (f Vq 1 anid 1984 Qf at lit (011 i'y if) It )U)',, I
Ihese data strunq[\ suciopst A (\\itnq Wvrt ot i!W utrtna)iI ilf t, ;wt
I-Actors Sp cidiiits "P\tlyn the IK t-vi ormi :;ii'n( ji et

I f'vorsely, th- p,) ntel t~ K;l anA pt c 'C . t d o i (d 11 W I:
Humiran Fictt a .S eiiit re high indf eiv f!r 1e(i-i') ("'. I he !,I el
(See fable q I his swggests Ith proi)piml is lot I tILl k of, 0? hiO it
tent (t1asks performed~ ), but Viather is >;]C Osiii(in "Ait h k' t- 1he',
recognizedi andI WKii %oth 1 the sy item.

In addition lo these divo the projeced growt,'h in lhe III arei proi;r iii;

med over the next tea\ fiscal years would suggest t need fuor v(q yspvcilim/!
identification and mnagement of Air, 1trce 1lUman factors r (souriii I hi
particularly, imfpoitant in terms of beinet able to ac.hieve Ih, vIr hied
objective(, of t he Hl imir 1 Actors program ( A IR H 4kI K ) NO Aoo Huhd' hid
Scientists eto not have the degree of technical fOrkground ( in let nms W d A

* demic or experience .Pecialization ) to perform the re(gui e-d Ilt !uf) il

'Thus, the creation orv reestablishment) of a spparowt human lauicir hr ihit
(2675A) appears, 11.11 jusltiid.

((ther Possile Shredouts . tLther entry-level jobs w eT there ws ltk I (H

in- tasks inc jud, the USAI Academy Instructors, (i( cupatiOnolI A t ild
4 WA PS' Teo t F e pme nt Psychologists . While eacwh ol these qokq i noii

qualify as a shredout in terms of the uniqueness of their tasks, I hi- otnI
geographically dispersed (as are the Hluman ['actors Scientists ) tht". iMy doi,
not need a shredout Nor use in assignments and person nel noinaiim'rlt ht ':
might, however, be grouped into some kind of goner ic shr edliot to d1 j)il
them from the human factors and other research psyvihulq;ts 1 hii
pos'sible StrUtic r'e (001(1 be:

217 -, Iiiiini t'tiors Lfigfineet-iig Sio itnt As

075P, Hi "cir~h P I ivioriI S(cieiL ist.s
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what w~as pr eviciusiv Ixperimital l's'1 'Lfilogist ( 11'51 IP h, '11

* ~grouip w~oulId include Sociologist", Ant h iopoloi I.-,, 'tii HPifI if . I :i 1I
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- I iiii I~ tr Si h It I
2 - t ( , , i t Ii &, Pt- r s i i t t i la v i t i i i t ist

hr milht tv~o 1hr '0loI t uc ore FCoVld only f (lu ire separate career
lr,,hhip (.ler 1 Ieet i r i, triiininq , and assiqnments) fot th e Iuman [factors

erl- v t ss; a-il other Behavioral Scientists. for the present, this
lmpli, tw,-i;hr tf t ;lIru ture ie s probably sulficient.

lInt ir-fl.v\el l.ducA(ional Requirements

.,trk her ,iet () t Ih(, pr ()posed AI ' , - ch( nge is the elimination of the
rI,(pr .mnt ,r a masher' degree for entry into the 2675 specialty. This
h'n(le w,1; [)ropose.d bolh b'y i IQ Ai'S( and the t:SAIOMC, and has the

1,' mtirie(ncl 4) mrons oth(r behaviori wcience organi/ations. The change will
,Lily r(,-ogni'e the deacto situation of new personnel entering the field
I I. I I( m t I,\i V I a masn t er's d e (ree . ( Ayer t he last 10 years, because of the

()t~IIImul short age of n evN personnel and the limi1ted number of master's - level
A I'l Ilt;s, new gradutes of the U'SAF" Academy (with psychology majors)

tv been permitled to enter the 2t67) specialty with the understanding they
wo (,u)ld (omplete an off-duly master's progr'am during their first assignment.
'c(sirrally thi; lp, of Iarranglemenl hs been also extended to a limited

nunflr (d other grduales . A'dditionally, ;ome officers who are eliminated
from aI Hying training program, if they have a background in industrial
ptlyhoI 1i o A related rea, are assigned to the career field. Thus, at
prI- ent here (, rea number' of 2h7X officers who have only a bachelor's
(14l'(P {Lit reriVly workinq in the field. Table 11 displays the educational level
f the 2 , ehaiodr a d Sljtff Scientists included in the present study.
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not y .t unouqh for A mA-tr i r'e obviously those who ire curret lyr ini
of f-cu ty tQ u, it ioin,iI programs. When asked how they earned ((or ar(, no
earning) a m,;t ,r's degree, 47 percent of the 267X officers indic:ated (1f-duly
education p10o4rAM.in. As (an be seen from these data, a sizeable f)ropor'lon
of the present members of the tielid are or have been involved i& off-dury
gr]adL te e(uliti n proigramn.

When , kl e wh, de qree level their present position should recluir , ,
percent indicated their position should require a doctorate, 5() percent indi-
cated a masers deqr'e(, and 22 percent said their position should require
only atn unti et oduaw,: degre. Thus, based on the opinions of current o)
incumbents, o:,nly about 75 to 78 percent of the 207X positions reclU ire A
graduate degree. T'he results of this question were detailed by job grnup in
the earlier secLon of the report disc ussing behavioral science jobs (see lable
4). jobs where incumbents indicated that only a bachelor's degree should bhe
req uired included Occupational Analysts, WAPS Test Development tPsycholo-
gists, I-WE Scientists, and FII) HFE Analysts. These are the basi(
("journeyman") protessional-level jobs of the specialty. Thus, it would
appear realistic: that the entry-level AFSC requirement should not include a
requirement for a master's; indeed, that is how the system has, in fact, been
operating over the last ducade. The present proposed change legitimi/es the
existing procedure.

"There are additional benefits, however, to be realized from making the
change officially. It would permit those with bachelor's degrees in psychol-
ogy or a closely related area to apply for commissions through I'TS, and it
would permit the AFROTC program to have entries directly into the behavioral

* science field . Thus, it would increase the recruiting base for the specialty
for those officer procurement programs. In ad ition, it would permit those
officers already on active duty with appropriate undergraduate degrees to
apply for cross-training into the specialty.

Based on the job and attitudiril data oft current cae rr field members
and with the expected growth in spectialy posit ions in the next few years (in
Human Factors and other functional areay), the proposed change dropping the
master's requirement for entry into the specialty appears re,,listic . Yith such
a change, however, several ret ios will be required Sin i the mhaster's
requirement will no longer be in AFI Ab-1, thos, lom1n; hi h require
advanced degrees will need to be revatlidaite( (Al forom 1,'/I) It rrih11t be
easier to identify those erntry-level p isiicins And 'hoejf. l tHin rT lh,,r t han toi

revaliclate all the other positions,, ;I( o the molt iv ()! .0 \ position:; wilt
continue to requir(, adlvinced deqir ( tbast r I J i, It,(m oih"ti pi1 Wln;
cited above).

( ;ra e it et t tr s olri() i M i r h t I I I ,, , t, r 1 , , t 1! 0''
carvecr I tci m mI. av l q undir Ia i I t ii it vi t "k lvit r . i. 'Oil'
initial assignments) (do requild tTl r '-lt'vei Pt -pit ,r *. : i I'
of this educaitonal rotivtioi) will lil O[k t, I, t1W IK I , ! ,l , ri ,l A"l II
prog rams, since it "ill nti w be pos iflie fi a A .!-' 1 i , , i Ir l it
master's pr)(jr, M n d( r i Al I I k0wh i 1 t, * i)',, lin 'I Ih t
S p C -i i s , o I .



Summary (Comments on APR 36-1

)v er, ll, the proposed change to the APR 36-1 specialty description for
th, 2'-!,'X .pecialty appears to be realistic and well supported by data obtained
in the present survey. The new description provides a more comprehensive
oveview of the specialty, and the duties and responsibilities more completely
characlerize the varied jobs within the career field. The deletion of the
m.ster's degree requirement for entry into the specialty is consistent with
current practice and is further supported by the opinion data from the sur-
vy. The change should substantially improve the recruiting population and
low of new otficers into the behavioral science field. Recommend the revised
specially description be approved and implemented in the next APR 36-1
revision (April 1985).

Scientific Managjers_--.AF-SC 2616

The Scientific Manager "Directs, formulates, manages, evaluates, and
coordinates research and development programs and projects; Acts as execu-
tive manager of large and diverse scientific organizations; and supervises
scientiic research activities" (AFR 36-1, A10-15/16, I Jan 1984). Duties and
responsibilities include: a. Formulates research objectives and policies, b.
Establishes and monitors research programs and projects, and c. Coordinates
research activities (see Appendix A for details).

ut~ies and Tasks. The description of the staff-level specialty is very
general. This may be a function of the broad scope of responsibilities, as
well as the very diverse scientific backgrounds of the "feeder" AFSCs. As
noted in the INTRODUCTION section of this report, several very difficult
2OXX company-grade AFSCs merge into a single staff-level specialty
(including Computer Research - 2625, Physicist - 2635, Chemical Research -
2G15, Netallurgist 2655, Nuclear Research - 2665, Behavioral Scientist -
h/5, rid Scientific Analyst - 2685). This marked diversity of backgrounds
imits the possible technical coverage of responsibilities in the APR 36-1

i [I il? to only very general statements.

In II-rms ot the tasks performed by 2616 officers, the present study
,.. ln,.,t rnly those with behavioral science backgrounds (who had a primary

,'(n(dar'y AP'Sc of 2675- or a related academic degree) and a small sampling
,d (th,.r Scientific Managers for comparison. In addition to the general

jno vtr 1; ,JlVe tasks performed by everyone, behavioral science Scientific
~ia , n ,or ; (2(, 1 0) also

k-,' status of programs or issues
A, tv se ommmnder or management on plans or policy
A, tv so;, '# , t ll orr li'r or- management on program operat ions
[)'t, iitlile t ,dg( 't priorities
Revjt,., .jpprov, or disapprove written reports or

r, , ommend,t i its submit t ed hy subordi nat es
(o (rd i 1.1t, wi t h lt era I igenc i es on subhjec t s such as

t" 1I i es, procedres, or putb icat ions

0J }



Coordinate with higher headquarters on pot icie..

procedures, or publications
Monitor progress of projects
Welcome visitors or conference groups
Attend scientific or professional conventions or

con ferences
Advise subordinates on personal decisions or profes-

sional development plans

As inferred by the last task listed above, the majority of the Scientific
Managers are also supervisors. Some of the typical supervisory tasks they
perform include:

Brief subordinates or other groups on policy, plans,
or events

Supervise military personnel
Evaluate personnel performance
Review manpower documents to evaluate current or

projected manning status
Interpret policies for subordinates

Assign personnel to duty positions

Over 50 percent of the 2611/6 officers indicated performing these kinds ol
supervisory tasks. When averaged across all members of the 2611/6 group,
these kinds of supervisory functions accounted for more of their, total work
time (over 25 percent) than any other duty. Thus, the supervisory role is a
very important one which should be given emphasis in the 2611/6 specialty
description. Currently, such supervisory responsibilities are only inferred in
the AFR 36-1 description as an inherent part of "supervises scientific
research activities," but is not an explicit duty and responsibility. Recom-
mend a section be added under paragraph 2 of the specialty description (2.
Duties and Responsibilities) which outlines the supervision of technical and
scientific (as well as support) personnel.

Specialty Qualifications. The present specialty description for Scienlific
Managers contains specific required qualifications for knowledge, education,
experience, and training. "Knowledge of Air Force research and development
policies, procedures, and management practices is mandatory." This require-
ment appears realistic in terms of the tasks performed (noted abov,), such as
"Brief subordinates.. on policy, plans, or events" and "Coordinate with
higher headquarters on policies, procedures, or publications." t'her' are a
number of related tasks performed by the group which further verily this
requirement.

The education requirement for the 2611/6 specialty is a "Master's de(Iree
in science or engineering, or bachelor's degree in science or enqineerinq wilh
master's degree in R&D management or business administration is desir,dtle."
Such an educational requirement does not appear to meet the needs; ol the
behavioral science area. Data presented earlier indicated that 40) percent ol
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Current 20l1/6 otic(ers hold i master's degree, an additional 30 percent hold
a imlctttr's plus advainced (outse work, and 30 percent hold a doctorate.
Sixteen per'cent of the 2,1I/6 oticers indicated their present position was
desig ndhed ,s redu in ,, doctoral degree and 19 percent felt their position
should be a Ph. I). position Sixty-two percent of these officers indicated

their present position should require a master's degree. Thus, 81 percent of
all 2611/G oticers in this study felt their present job required an advanced
academic degree (ma,|ster's or higher). These data would suggest that, for
the behavioral science ael'a at le.st, the educational requirement should be
state(d so that it, is obvious that most positions require a master's or doctoral
degree in a relevant cademic itrei.

'The current AVR .36-] notes that a degree in science or engineering, or
,a m(lcr's in R&D management, is desirable. To address the issue of what
lype of educational background is needed, one question in the USAF job
inventory asked respondents to indicate what academic code their duty posi-
tion should be designated. Thirty-five percent indicated that Business &
Maln,aqement was the appropriate academic coding for their position. Other
cot(es rtled a. needed included: Leadership (5 percent), Sociology - group
interaclion (3 percent), Psychometrics (3 percent), Psychological Warfare (3
percent ), Indu;trial/()rganizational Psychology (total = 24 percent; specific
areas include: morale/attitude research - 5 percent, human relations - 5
percent, labor relations - 3 percent, performance measurement - 5 percent,
and recruiting/selection 5 percent), Experimental Psychology (total 16
percent; subareas included: motivation - 3 percent, human factors - 11
percent, and communications research - 3 percent), and Educational
Psychology (8 percent). This marked diversity of appropriate academic
backgrounds is probably a direct reflection of the diversity of jobs within the
behavioral science field. Note, for example, that 11 percent indicate Human
1'actors (within Experimental Psychology), which is the proportion of Human
I',ators Psychologists in the total sample of this study.

While the largest single grouping within these academic background
recommendations is Business 1 Management (35 percent), the great diversity
of the recommendations suggests that highlighting a single area may be inap-
propriate. It only one has to be mentioned in the AFR 36-1 description, then
Business & Management is the most appropriate. If, however, more than one
are,i can be noted, or it the diversity of backgrounds can otherwise be com-
muLnicate1l, then some change to the educational requirement may be desirable.
'A,,e mIst remember, however, that in this sample, only the behavioral science
,di'e, hi,,; been sludie d. The other 261X input fields (chemistry, computer
.,cience, physics, metillurly, etc.) have not been included in the study.
Any ch,,ne muLst he generic enough (as at present) or sufficiently flexible to
s;ervc( the needs of those fields, as well as the behavioral science area.

A Separate St, If-level Af S('" A basic quest n for' the 261X field is whether
the very diverse , ( ientilic specialties , whi n are presently inputs to the
Sc ienhtii Man'l( r t[ed, ire all iappropriale for grouping into one specialty.
(:erlairly the system i,; working at present. It is probably working because
ot very indivil li/(ed ;e lion and assignment actions to ensure the proper
per.;on-lob tit. ke ,ing the Al k 36-1 description literally (and accepting the
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present input fields) would indicate that any chemist or metallurgist or nu(le-
ar engineer would be acceptable as a senior supervisor and scientific maniger
for the behavioral science field (and vice versa!). Yet., the ratings by
present incumbents indicate that many of the jobs need to have academic
backgrounds appropriate to the type of behavioral science research being
done (although admittedly, 35 percent say a general Business & Management
master's degree is all that is required).

One alternate strategy would be to recognize the very specialized nature
of the Scientific Managers jobs and the specialized backgrounds required.
The 2611/6 could be discarded, and a third level of job written into each
specific field (such as behavioral science). Thus, we would have a revised
267X AFSC structure such as follows:

2671 - Entry-Level Behavioral Scientist (bachelor's required)
2674 - Company Grade Behavioral Scientist (master's desirable)
2676 - Behavioral Science Manager (MA or Ph. D. required)

Similar structures could be used for the other 26XX fields as well. 'This type
of three-tiered AFSC structure replicates the behavioral science structure of
the early 1950s (when they were known as Human Resources Research
Officers, Assistants, and Staff Officers). Thus, there is historical precedent
for such an arrangement.

As was seen earlier in the discussion of behavioral science jobs., there is
a mixture of the 2675 and 2616 AFSCs in many career field jobs, particularly
among the Program Managers and Chiefs. The AFSC assigned to individual
positions appeared to be more a function of grade level of the authorization or
of individual organizational preference than any systematic function. 'lhu ;,
the current senior manager positions may be designated as 2616 in one agency
or unit and equivalent positions as 2675 in other organizations. A three-level
structure, as proposed above, would help to solve this situation, since then
the academic background and prior experience of the individual would be in a
behavioral science area.
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K()MI'A RISON 01' 267X ANP 2(1 X JOBtS

A r('oup l)illerence description was run to highlight the similarity and
ditfteren' between the Behavioral Scientist (AFSC 267X) and Scientific
Manager (AI'S: 261X) jobs. All those tasks where there was less than 20
percent difference in the two groups were eliminated from the computer
product so as to highlight the tasks performed by one group and not the
other. Table 12 highlights some of the tasks performed by more Behavioral
Scientists than Scientific Managers. Note that almost all of the tasks where
more Iehavioral Scientists are performing are direct research tasks. Less
thai. 20 percent of the Scientific Managers report performing tasks involved in
collecting and analyzing research data.

(onversely, there are 55 tasks where the difference is 20 percent or
S greater, which more 2611/6 Scientific Managers perform than do Behavioral
Scientists. !:xamples of some of these tasks are shown in Table 13. Note
that the majority of these tasks are administrative or managerial in nature--
none are core technical tasks of the behavioral science area. Thus, the major
differences seem to be in the general areas of administration and management,
aIS would he expected from the AFR 36-1 specialty descriptions and normal
dilterences between company grade and field grade staff positions.

Close review of the tasks in Tables 12 and 13 also gives a picture of the
common tasks performed by both 261X and 267X officers. Note that for some
tjsks, even where there is a difference of 20 percent or greater, the majority
of both groups are performing some of the activities--for example, more than
(4) percent of both groups "Conduct briefings" (Task D81, in Table 13).
['here is an overlap of 10 to 30 percent of the basic research tasks (see
'fable 12) and an overlap of 16 to 60 percent of the two groups performing
ddministralive, supervisory, and general management tasks.

'Ihis type of overlap can be quantified in the CODAP system either as
"task overlap" or, as "time-spent overlap." Task overlap can be expressed in
several ways. In terms of total number of tasks performed by any member of
the two groups, we find that 2671/5 officers perform all 330 tasks in the
tiSAt' job inventory (that is, at least one individual marked each task, even
though no one person marked every task,). For 2611/6 officers, only 270
t;ks were performed by any member of the group. In terms of the overlap
of the tasks performed, there is a correlation of .74 on the total tasks (the
i () tasks performed by some 207N ) and a .67 correlation on the 270 tasks
pr orined by some 26IX ofticers. These data reflect a very substantial
ov ,rlap between the two groups.

In t (rms of how the groups spend their time, there is a .60 correlation
,a~0.5' all tasks and a .57 correlation on the 270 tasks performed by 261X
ofl i r . 'These figures suggest there is slightly less (yet still considerable)
overljp between IBehavioral Scientists and S(:ientific Managers in how they use
thei.. time. Another expression of this time-spent overlap is an actual per-
(o(lge liqure which quantifies the degree to which work time patterns are
the, ;,irne. I1his overlap between 207X ,ind 21IX officers is 64 percent.
'lihu;, we (',n say that ilmost tw o-thirds of the work time ol the two groups
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is spent on the same or similar activities. Where the (jiterence exists, they
involve the additional tasks involving research data collection and manipulation
for 267X officers, as shown earlier, or in some advanced super visory ind
management tasks performed by Scientific Managers (as highlighted in Table
13).

This degree of overlap in tasks performed and in how the group." spend
their time ]ends some credence to the proposed concept ol having the behav-
ioral science officers in a single ladder (the proposed 2671, '2674, 2670
progression) rather than grouping behavioral science managers with other,
scientific fields. The question becomes one of whether the Scientific Manager
jobs are meant to be purely managerial and supervisory, or whether they
have a role in the technical work of the scientific area. Since we have so
few 2616 officers representing other scientific areas, it is not. possible to

reach a final conclusion based on the present data. An expanded study of allK 2616 officers would be needed to make such a determination.
What can be done, however, is to more closely examine how the behav-

ioral science job changes with progression in grade. Since there are more
grade categories (second lieutenant through colonel) than just the two skill
levels, examining the data by grade level will permit a finer serration of

* changes in the job over a full career.

0
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TABLE 12

TASKS PERFORMED BY MORE BEHAVIORAL SCIENTISTS THAN SCIENTIFIC MANAGERS*

(PERCENT PERFORMING)

2671/5 2611/6 DIFFERENCE

TASKS PERFORMING PERFORMING BETWEEN GPS ":¢':c

lf,4 COLLECT DATA FOR RESEARCH 48.0 10.8 37.2

J173 PLAN RESEARCH EXPERIMENTS OR RESEARCH
SURVEYS 40.8 8.1 32.7

1180 SET UP EXPERIMENTAL DESIGNS 40.0 8.1 31.9

,1171 PERFORM RESEARCH LITERATURE REVIEWS 43.2 13.5 29.7

J106 I)ESIGN SPECIAL INSTRUMENTS OR TECHNIQUES
Fi)R RESEARCH 40.0 10.8 29.2

.1!07 I)EVELOP OR TEST HYPOTHESES 40.0 10.8 29.2

fli2 ARRANGE FOR PROCESSING OF RESEARCH DATA 42.4 13.5 28.9

FlI0 PARTICIPATE IN SEMINAR OR DISCUSSION
GROUPS 44.0 16.2 27.8

J08 DIRECT STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF DATA 43.2 18.9 24.3

1181 SUBMIT PROPOSALS FOR REVIEW OR

EVALUATION 29.6 5.4 24.2

J160 ANALYZE RESEARCH DATA 55.2 32.4 22.8

1 IIENTIFY RESEARCH REQUIREMENTS 47.2 27.0 20.2

Includes all tasks where the difference is greater than 20 percent more
267X officers performing
Tasks irc displayed in descending order of the difference
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TABLE 13

EXAMPLES OF TASKS PERFORMED BY MORE SC I ENT I FI C NANAGER.S
THAN BY BEHAVIORAL SCIENTISTS*'

(PERCENT PERFORMING)

TASKS 2611/6 2671/5 1) 11- K kEN CL

D81 CONDUCT BRIEFINGS 86.5 66.4 20 I
L203 DETERMINE PRIORITIES OF PROJECTS 45.9 25.0 20.i
B22 BRIEF OR ORIENT NEW PERSONNEL 64.9 43.2
G135 SERVE AS FOCAL POINT BETWEEN ORGANIZATION AND

HIGHER HEADQUARTERS 45.9 23.2 2.;

B44 INTERVIEW OR SELECT MILITARY PERSONNEL FOR
ASSIGNMENT 48.6 19.2 29.,4

B55 WRITE MILITARY JOB DESCRIPTIONS 51.3 21.6 29.1
A14 RESOLVE PROBLEMS OR CONFLICTS (PROGRAM OR

PERSONAL) 81.1 51 .2 29 .9
B54 WRITE CIVILIAN JOB DESCRIPTIONS 45.9 16.0 29.)
D82 CONDUCT STAFF MEETINGS 56.7 26.4 Th

B50 REVIEW, APPROVE, OR DISAPPROVE WRITTEN REPORTS
OR RECOMMENDATIONS SUBMITTED BY SUBORDINATES 67.6 27.2 40.4

A17 WELCOME VISITORS OR CONFERENCE GROUPS 78.4 36.0 42.4
B18 ADVISE COMMANDER OR MANAGEMENT ON PLANS OR

POLICY 78.4 3,.0 42.4
B46 REVIEW MANPOWER DOCUMENTS TO EVALUATE CURRENT

OR PROJECTED MANNING STATUS 64.9 20.0 44.9)
B49 REVIEW, APPROVE, OR DISAPPROVE TRAVEL REQUESTS 64.9 10.0 48.9

Examples of the 55 tasks where the ditference was 20 percent or greater
in the direction of more 2611/6 officers performing
Table ordered in ascending order of the difference
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ANALYSIS Of' JOB DIFFERENCES BY GRADE LEVELS

lh( types of tasks performed by Behavioral Scientists could be expected
1() change as an individual progresses in experience and grade. More senior-
people hold more responsible positions and often become supervisors of others.
Thus, one way we can study how the job changes over time is to examine
what tasks and jobs each rank or grade group perform presently.

Because of the diversity of jobs within the behavioral science area, it is
appropriate to first recall the types of job for each grade group. Table 14
displtys the distribution of jobs by grade. Note that there is only one job
which only lieutenants perform (and that group involves only two FTD Human
fators officers). Only one other job (WAPS Test Development Psychologists)
involves only lieutenants and captains. Most jobs are composed of individuals
of several grades, and there are almost no distinct "company grade" jobs (as
opposed to "field grade" jobs, except those noted above).

There are some jobs performed by only captains and majors, but these
-ire typically very small groups and very specialized functions (see earlier
discussion of job types). The jobs which are typically more senior (Program
Managers and Chiefs) also include a sizeable number of captains and some
lieutenants. As noted in the basic analysis of jobs, this Program Managers
ind Chiets cluster is composed of a number of very specialized job variations,

but the more senior individuals appear in several of those groups. The point
here is that responsibility for program management and supervision is not
restricted to just "field grade" Scientific Managers. Rather, most of the job
types within the behavioral science area are composed of mixed military
gr,des (a-nd some civilians); thus, the leadership of the specialty is diffused
across a number of grade levels and types of jobs. There is a general
l end, however, of the more junior- grades to be concentrated in entry-level
or the basic professional jobs, with more senior personnel being primarily
cillc(,n trated in managerial and supervisory jobs.

(;iven this kind of distribution of grades across jobs, we would expect to
d very mixed job description when task data are sorted by grades. This

is;, in ta('l, exactly the picture seen in such a description. When a lieu-
it nant,; description was generated, there were only 13 tasks (out of 330 in

the I)SAt' jot) inventory) performed by 50 percent of all lieutenants or
(* ( ,JIIt ' the.( lieutenant tasks involved activities such as:

t'P.rfr m , l t io1ni military duties, such as safety,
disister prep.redness, or unit historian 72%

kjt A ir 1,c. (or semi-offi cial) recurring publi-
* it 4)r:; (AL Rrviw, ' linmes, Airman, etc.) 72%

tre( solt )ic l( it i <, 70%,
Pi ).l, o )',ut readtc (orri- spoiiltt'Jlce , suich is memos,

l .(Itci S, (r mlessa ges 70%

ti 41cph, ill llit ' )7%
1t (ii lil I4 1 m4,rlh 1 1  4 '11d p' it) 04s re'Itini t(I

\lt i.V I ,,ll .t' 4 ' ' 4 I1 S
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As can be seen tram these tasks, none of these common lieutenant it;ke, ,re
technical tasks. This finding reinforces the picture of a diverse .e 1,',
with several subspecializations where there is no common core of e(fhncu,
tasks.

When a similar job description was created for all captain.;, simiir
results were seen. There were only 17 tasks performed by 50 pr(ort or
more of all captains, which reflects the continuing diversity of behaivi 1,1l
science jobs.

When a difference description was run to highlight the fit te (,nc
between the tasks performed by lieutenants and captains, there were o)rl, ly two
tasks performed by at least 20 percent more lieutenants. 'There were:

Lt s C apt s III
Attend off-duty college classes 58.1 28.6 29.
Process item record cards 23.3 1.8 2] .)

The college attending task indicates the difference in off-duty education wilh
a much larger percentage of lieutenants in their initial assignment working on
school. The second task is one unique to the WAPS Test l)evelopmetn!
Psychologist job group and is not performed by any other group (only on,
captain appeared in that work group).

There are, however, some 29 tasks which are performed by aleast 2c
percent more of the captains than the lieutenants. Lxamples of thes(, tsks
are given in Table 15. As can be seen from the nature of the tasks, mw;tl of
the added responsibilities (that is, things that captains do that not ,, lny
lieutenants do) are either a function of some specialized job ( "(CO(nlIul I, ;';-
room instruction" of the USAFA Instructors) or are the initial responsibiliti.'.
of management ("Monitor suspenses, review status of progrms, (-t(. ).
Overall, there is a .79 correlation between lieutenants and captain-; in tlerm;
of tasks. The time-spent overlap between these groups is 68 percern, xhlt:
reflects the very considerable commonality (and lack of major (lifterew.,;
between their jobs.

When the job descriptions for captains and majors are uomtare(l, t he, ,
are no tasks where at. least 20 percent more captains than matori tirom.
There are, however, 39 tasks that at least 20 percent more (t r he' mijo r.
perform than captains. Examples of these tasks are shown in tbhle lI,. % ote
that many of these tasks involve personnel administration. ()ther of the tai.k>.
involve the formulation of research programs or objectives or morltor rigi
contracts. Thus, there are some differences in technical job (-orltr'ln , 1. e w1
as the increase in supervisory responsibilities (which is to he exp(Itdl
The correlation of tasks for captains and majors is .87, and Ihe, !lm(-:+;i m
overlap between the two grades is 77 percent. These figures inb.itc lho
despite the differences noted above, the jobs of captains and malor h,\v ,
great deal in common (more so than between lietenants ,in(f sit.ire i ini
majors jobs are typically broader (morc types of task, jerformed).
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'The (iflerence in tasks performed between majors and lieutenant colonels
involvd lechnical tasks, with more majors performing research tasks while
more lieutenant colonels perform supervisory and management tasks. Exam-
ples of these difterences can be seen in Table 17. Note that almost all of the
task; which more majors perform are technical research tasks; this indicates
thjt lieutenant colonels have a less technical job in the sense of not per-
forming basic data collection tasks, and fewer are involved in data analysis.
The same data, however, also provides a picture of considerable commonality
when three-quarters of all majors and almost one-half of all lieutenant colonels
are performing technical tasks such "analyze results of research."
Apparently, more of the lieutenant colonels are doing such analysis with data
Collected by others (subordinates or by contract). Overall, there is still
Sbshstntial overlap in the jobs, with a time-spent overlap of 72 percent and a
U(rretition across all tasks of .85.

(olonel's jobs are somewhat different from those of lieutenant colonels
(,nd below). There are at least 96 tasks where the difference between
colonels and lieutenant. colonels, in terms of percent of the group performing,
is (Jreaiter thai, 20 percent; some examples of these differentiating tasks are
displayed in Table 18. These data indicate that more lieutenant colonels are
performing staff support functions, while colonels are more involved with
command and management decisionmaking. Yet, the colonels are involved in
the tec:hnical work as well, at least in terms of prioritizing the research to be
(done and identifying (or clarifying) specific research issues. They are also
much more involved in human resources management, both in terms of
;selecting (or approving) military and civilian personnel for employment or
promotion and in terms of receiving technical information from their subordi-

'This marked difference in tasks performed reflects a change in the job
it1 the ()-) level. While there are still many tasks which both groups per-
form, the overlap in tasks is less than for lieutenant colonels with majors and
halow. [ he correlition of all tasks is .81 and the time-spent overlap is 68
perc .nt 'Thus, while the colonel's job represents a change in emphasis (from

tall t ('xecutive ramnagement), many of the managerial and supervisory tasks
a r, quit( similar- to those performed by lieutenant colonels.

Ve.r dli , the trends exhibited in the data when analyzed by grade
(It pju :;, refle(ts an expected shift from emphasis on data collection and
in;!rwe ot (Ii,'s;i g at the junior officer level, to an emphasis on research
l,.'; rnd executive decisionmakirig at the more senior officer levels. A ,

rte it Hi, tdsplay of job group membership (Table 14), there is no clear-
(ut hi I,  in johs hy specific rank (that is, no jobs which are exclusively
(,iptif )(ItS vcr'sus majors jobs). Rather, the graies overlap in the job
Pit,;, inr(d t he tasks pertormed have considerable overlap between adjacent
.imnk (qro jp. Nontheless, the general trend toward management of programs

11id (''XscUtiv', supervision of lechnicdl and support personnel is very evident
'm111Wo;I thi en or off i i'r" rank groups.
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IABLE 1

.j f GIoI'l .IEME IBERSIH I' BY B R..I): I.I.VI.
( NLI'BEI"R IN GRI I)

'J B GRO.PS 21"I l i I' CA.. PI Ar [ I.

-TB HUMAN FAC u)RS ANALYSTS I I ,

WAPS TEST DEVELOPMENT PSYCH(,O(GISTS 3 :4 1 )

HUMAN FACTORS SCIENTISTS I

RESEARCH SC I ENT I I15 I

()CCUPAT I ONAL ANALYST S I U

A1 IT STUDENTS () 2 3 U ,

USAFA INSTRUCTORS 2 2 5 2 ,

SPECIAL PROJECTf ANALYS'IS U 0 I I

HQ SCIENTIFIC ANALYSES U (I I (I

CONTRACT MANAGERS U I B U

ACTION OFF ICERS , 0 1 U

PRI)GRAM MANAGERS AND CHIEFS Ii 2) 2 1 7

I [A. l . ) 22 y

II

II
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TABLE V

TASKS PERFUORMED BY AT LEAST 20 PERCENT MORE OF'
CA'TAINS THAN . IEUTENANTS

(PERCENT PERFORMING)

I ASKS LT CAPT DIFF*

2f, DKI)TERMINE BUDGET PRIORITIES 4.6 25.0 -20.4

II'- PERH)RM :CAREER IDEVEW.UPMENT COUNSEL ING 4.6 25.0 -20.4

%.' (i NI)1'l"C CIASSR)OM INSTRUICTIoN 4.6 25.0 -20.4

1-,10l ATTENI) IN-SERVICE EDUCATION PROGRAMS 16.3 37.5 -21.2

,,8 IA INIAIN C BRESPUNIJENCE F'I[LES 37 .2 58.9 -21.7

[ ; .VAI.:A'E UR APPROVE BRIEFINGS 6.9 30.4 -23.5

K I U, EEC MIENI) FUTIRE USES OF' ADVANCED TECHtNOLOGY 9 .3 33.9 -24.6

llU NI'IB)R SUSPENSES 23.3 53.6 -30.3

AI') REVIEW STATUS OF PROGRAMS OR ISSUES 20.9 51.8 -30.9

04, REVI1W OR EVALUATE POSITION PAPERS 4.6 35.7 -31. 1

' ,:;k-, h,1 plkyv(d in isctnding order of the difference
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I Ai LE 16

LXII.E, ',I *.\SKs 'E<FoRMED BY AT LEAST 20 PERCENT MORL
l F IME IIA.JURS THAN CAPTAINS

I!L ER NT PERFORMING)

TASKS CAPT MAJOR 1) 11.

B29 DIRECI .N)I INI IRA II V1. Ai.I VII IFES 19. 6 40.0 -20.4

A14 RESI.VI-. P, j, F>11,1 1.,, S 'R A OR
PERSONAL 51.8 72.5 -Z(. 7

C70 PREPARE MI'l IRA\Ih TI 'f V' I'll I } 1 A -32.11 60.0 -20

341 INII AITE (Ik A H''k I. !'[ > k \, , A, 1 , REQUIESTS 14. 3 35 .) -20. /

J 1u5 CONDUCT RESF.AR. H 'I.A%,- 'i1. ,. 23.4 42.5 -21 I

BR4 WRITE CI VILIAN .J10k I). CRII flNS 8.9 32.5 -23 .

E 1(2 ATTENI) SC I ENTI F It OR PRFISS I ONAI. CONVENT I ONS
OR CONFERENCES 58.9 82.5 -2).6

J169 IDENTIFY RESEARCH REQUIREMENTS 37.5 62.5 -25.)

J161 ANALYZE RESULTS OF RESEARCH 44.6 75. 0 -0.4

B40 EVALUATE PERSONNEL PERFORMANCE 21.4 52 5 -31.1

B27 DEVELOP BUDGET REQUIREMENTS OR EST I MATES 25.0 62 5 -1 . 51

B58 WRITE OR INDORSE OERs 12.5 5.1) - 17.5

" ' i splayed in tsceno i rig order o th It( I H If, rence

S.

0.
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TABLE 17

EXAMPLES OF TASKS PERFORMED WHICH DIFFERENTIATE
LIEUTENANT COLONELS AND MAJORS

(PERCENT PERFORMING)

TASKS MAJ LTC DIFF;

,J170 IDENTIFY SPECIFIC RESEARCH PROBLEMS TO BE
ADDRESSED 62.5 26.1 36.4

11141 MONITOR CONTRACTS IN TERMS OF TECHNICAL OR

FINANCIAL ASPECTS 42.5 13.0 29.5
3164 COLLECT DATA FOR RESEARCH 45.0 17.4 27.6

.J161 ANALYZE RESULTS OF RESEARCH 75.0 47.8 27.2
J165 CONDUCT RESEARCH PLANS MEETINGS 42.5 17.4 25.1
B23 CONDUCT OR PARTICIPATE IN GROUND SAFETY

MEETINGS OR BRIEFINGS 37.5 13.0 24.5

'ASKS OMITTED WHERE THE DIFFERENCE IS LESS THAN 20 PERCENT

151 SCHEDULE OR APPROVE LEAVES OR PASSES 50.0 73.9 -23.9

C66 INSPECT PROGRAM RECORDS OR DOCUMENTATION 32.5 56.5 -24.0
A2 ADVISE SUBORDINATES ON PERSONAL DECISIONS OR

PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT PLANS 57.5 82.6 -25.1
D82 CONDUCT STAFF MEETINGS 40.0 65.2 -25.2

H39 EVALUATE OR APPROVE BRIEFINGS 42 5 87.0 -44.5
B21 ASSIGN PERSONNEL TO DUTY POSITIONS 25.0 69.6 -44.6

B24 COORDINATE WITH CIVILIAN PERSONNEL OFFICE (CPO)
ON CIVILIAN PERSONNEL MATTERS 27.5 73.9 -46.4

B43 INTERVIEW OR SELECT CIVILIAN PERSONNEL FOR

EMPLOYMENT OR PROMOTION 20.0 73.9 -53.9

:, Tasks displayed in order of the magnitude of the absolute difference
t rom + to -
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TABLE 18

EXAMPLES OF TASKS PERFORMED WHICH DIFFERENTIATE
LIEUTENANT COLONELS AND COLONELS

(PERCENT PERFORMING)

TASKS LTC COLo DV F'

D96 PROVIDE STAFF ASSISTANCE ON POLICY DECISIONS 60.9 14.1 46.6
D78 ACT AS STAND-IN FOR SUPERVISOR 73.9 28.6 '5.3
ElIl WRITE ARTICLES FOR PROFESSIONAL JOURNALS 43.5 .0 43.5 5
B45 PREPARE STATUS BOARDS, CHARTS, OR GRAPHS 69.6 28.6 41.0
F126 SERVE AS TECHNICAL CONSULTANT OR REPRESENTATIVE

TO SCIENTIFIC MEETINGS, TECHNICAL BOARDS, OR
COMMITTEES 39. 1 .0 39. 1

H142 PARTICIPATE IN CONTRACTOR BRIEFINGS OR REVIEWS 52.2 14. 1 317.9

F125 SERVE AS CONSULTANT TO OTHER GOVERNMENT
AGENCIES 34.8 14.3 20.5

J168 DIRECT STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF DATA 34.8 14.3 20.5

TASKS OMITTED WHERE THE DIFFERENCE IS LESS THAN 20 PERCENT

B42 INTERPRET POLICIES FOR SUBORDINATES 65.2 85.7 -20.5
B44 INTERVIEW OR SELECT MILITARY PERSONNEL FOR

ASSIGNMENT 65.2 85.7 -20.5
a

B26 DETERMINE BUDGET PRIORITIES 69.6 100.0 -3o.4
J170 IDENTIFY SPECIFIC RESEARCH PROBLEMS TO BE

ADDRESSED 26.1 57.1 -31.0
L206 INTERACT WITH LATERAL MANAGERS TO RESOLVE p

TECHNICAL PROBLEMS 39.1 71.4 -32.3
L211 PROVIDE RESEARCH RESULTS OR FINDINGS TO USERS

OR POTENTIAL USERS 39.1 71.4 -32.3

L213 RECOMMEND APPROVAL OR DISAPPROVAL OF RESEARCH

REQUESTS 39.1 71.4 -32.3

B41 INITIATE OR APPROVE PERSONNEL ACTION REQUESTS 43.5 100.O -56.5
A7 APPROVE SELECTION OR PROMOTION OF CIVILIAN

PERSONNEL 39.1 100.0 -60.9
D94 PRESENT EXECUTIVE PROGRAM BRIEFINGS TO VIPs 39.1 100.0 -60.9 i
L207 LISTEN TO SUBORDINATES SUMMARIZE TECHNICAL

PROBLEMS 34.8 100.0 -65.2

Tasks displayed in order of the magnitude of the absolute differenice S
from + to -
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JOB ATTITUDES BY GRADE GROUPS

T[here is also systematic variation in the attitudes of Air Force Behav-
ioral Scientists when the data are sorted by grade, with more senior

*personnel being more satisfied with their jobs. In addition, there has been
* an appreciable improvement in job attitudes among the more junior members of
* the specialty since 1981.

In terms of interest in their jobs, colonels and lieutenant colonels typi-
cally find their jobs interesting, as can be seen in Table 19. Note, however,
that job interest of all ranks is very high and only a small percentage of any
group feel their work is dull (or "so-so"). There is an overall trend toward
better job satisfaction with increased grade, and the lieutenant's group has
the most negative response (but only 12 percent rate their job dull).

When asked how their present job utilizes their talents, most Behavioral
Scientists rated their job as using their talents "fairly well" to "perfectly",
an overall positive response (see Table 19). In this case, the captains had
the most. negative response, with 18 percent of that group feeling their
talents are used "very little" or "not at all." The trend toward a more
positive response with advanced grade is best seen in the percentage of each

0 group rating their talents used "excellently" to "perfectly." This increases
from 16 percent among lieutenants to 71 percent among colonels.

A third standard job attitude question concerns the sense of accomplish-
ment one gets from their job. With this question, as with the preceding two,
the overall response was relatively positive for all grade groups. There is a
slight trend across grades for the more senior individuals to be more satisifed
with their accomplishments (see Table 19). Unlike the other questions, there
is a 1'1 to 16 percent level of dissatisfied officers for all grades, but no
write-in comments were made to explain any problem areas.

In interpreting these kinds of job attitude data, it may be more mean-
ingful to have some other reference group against which the degree of posi-
tive (or negative) attitudes can be assessed. Fortunately, a similar set of
jot attitude questions were included in a major study of Professional Military
Education which was completed earlier this year (Bell 1984). The PME sample
included over 10,000 officers representing all officer specialties. Data from
the ["ME: study are displayed in Table 20 by grade groups, along with a

S summary of the Behavioral Scientists' attitudes displayed in the last three
tables. The very small differences between Behavioral Scientists and Air
Force officers, in general, are random (that is, they are higher for some
questions andI slightly lower for others--there do not appear to be any sys-
tematic differences). Thus, we can conclude that Behavioral Scientists are as
interested in their jobs, and as satisfied, as are officers in other Air Force

* specialties.

Behavioral Scientists' job attitudes can perhaps most meaningfully be
compared against the results of the 1981 267X survey (see Table 21). As has
beenl demonstrated earlier, the "mainstream" jobs are much the same in 1984
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as they were in 1981, although it is a dynamic and changing career field.
The comparison of the incumbents attitudes for the two surveys indicates
there has been some systematic change among grade groups. Present lieu-
tenants find their jobs interesting, more feel their talents are well utilized,
and more are satisfied with the sense of accomplishment from their work.
Among the captains, however, there has been a slight decrease in the pro-
portion who are interested and satisfied. Majors have a slightly highei
percentage interested in their job and more find a sense of accomplishment,
but are unchanged in terms of how they feel their jobs utilize their talents
(88 percent for both 1981 and 1984). The data for lieutenant colonels shows
some decrease across all job attitude questions, but their overall response is
still highly positive (87 percent).

When viewed as a total set of data, it is obvious that most Behavioral
Scientists have high job satisfaction and that attitudes among the most junior
group (lieutenants) have improved between 1981 and 1984. These data appear
to totally refute the image of a dissatisfied work force portrayed by Jacoby in

* 1970 ("The Plight of the Uniformed Air Force Psychologist, Professional
Psychology). Rather, most Air Force Behavioral Scientists appear to be- a
highly motivated, very positive group of professionals. Their attitudes have
been improving over recent years (specifically between 1981 and 1984) and,

* while there are some problem areas (see earlier discussion of organizational
climate among the various types of jobs), the overall status appears extremely
positive. Where there are negative attitudes, they are typically focused in
very specialized job groups (where only a limited set of tasks are performed).
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TABLE 19

JOB ATTITUDES OF AIR FORCE BEHAVIORAL SCIENTISTS

(PERCENT RESPONDING)

ATTITUDE/LEVEL LT CAPT MAJ LTC COL

I FINI) MY JOB:

)ULL 12 11 5 9 0

SO-so 5 9 12 4 0

INTERESTING 83 80 83 87 100

MY JOB USES MY TALENTS:

NOT AT ALL OR VERY LITTLE 14 18 12 13 0

FAIRLY WELL TO VERY WELL 70 62 53 39 29

EXCELLENTLY TO PERFECTLY 16 20 35 48 71

SENSE OF ACCOMPLISHMENT FROM THE JOB:

DISSATISFIED 14 16 15 13 14

NEUTRAL 5 5 0 0 0

SATISFIED 81 79 85 87 86
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F1

BACKGROUND INFORMATIC)N

Other information collected in the survey is useful in furthering our
understanding of Air Force Behavioral Scientists. These data, alonq with
comments and interpretation, are summarized below.

Source of Commission. Data from the 1984 survey on the source of commis-
sion for behavioral science officers are displayed in Table 22. Presently, for
second and first lieutenants, the major source is the USAF Academy, with 40
percent of present lieutenants being academy graduates. For majors, lieu-
tenant colonels, and colonels, the primary source of commission is through the
AFROTC program. Only among captains is the Officer Training School (MlS)
the major source of officers. In terms of the total group (summarized across
all grade groups), AFROTC accounts for 42 percent, OTS for 31 percent, and
the USAF Academy for 25 percent.

Similar data from the 1981 survey are summarized in the lower half of
Table 22 to show the change in officer procurement across the 3-year period.
Note that in 1981, OTS was the primary source of new officers for the behav-
ioral science field (lieutenants). At that time, AFROTC was a relatively
minor source of 267X officers, primarily due to the limitation of the masters
degree requirement--this requirement was being waived for USAF Academy
graduates but not for OTS and AFROTC accessions. When the data from the
1981 survey were briefed to MPCYP and PALACE VECTOR in 1983, this point
was discussed and noted as a problem area, particularly with the then short.
supply of new 267X officers. By comparing the 1981 lieutenant entries from
AFROTC (7 percent of all 267X lieutenants) to the 1984 figure (21 percent),
we can see the problem has been largely solved. This was done through
better publicity for the Behavioral Scientist specialty in AFROTC and ()TS
recruiting and through better screening of potential candidates by PAI.AC11
VECTOR.

Currently, it would appear the USAF Academy is perhaps overrepre-
sented in the lieutenants' group. Only six USAFA/DFLB graduates per year,
however, are permitted to directly enter the 267X specialty by USAF policy.
The "extra" proportion of USAFA graduates comes through the selective
placement of USAFA graduates who become disqualified from a Flying Training
Program. With alert screening of these individuals, PALACE VECTOR has
been able to increase the flow of highly qualified individuals into the spe-
cialty.

The difference between the 1981 and 1984 data can also give som, idea of
dynamic changes during the 3-year period. For example, USAt'A graduates
accounted for 36 percent of the 1981 lieutenants group, but account for only
23 percent of the 1984 captains group. This reduction of the proportion of
USAFA graduates in the same year group over a 3-year period is probably a
function of the movement of some USAFA graduates out of the career field.
Several were selected for AFIT graduate programs in other academic (ireir;
(particularly Industrial Engineering as an input to the 2724 specialty).
Others have left 2675 assignments for special assignments (such as Air Staft
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Training - the ASTRA program, medical school, legal training, or flying
training). The high selectability of USAFA graduates for such special
training or assignment programs results in less retention in the behavioral
science field for them; thus, the reduction in proportion of such USAFA
graduates between lieutenant and captain.

The proportions for each grade by source of commission will continue to
change in the next few years, particularly as the proposed AFR 36-1 change
takes effect. With only a bachelor's degree in psychology or a related
science required to enter the field, the proportion of AFROTC and OTS
graduates should increase. This will be particularly true during the years in
which new human factors positions are authorized (FY86-88) and as the total
number of authorizations for the specialty increases.

Education Level. The present level of education of Behavioral Scientists is
shown in Table 23 to provide a perspective on the relative qualifications of
the present population of the specialty. Note that 7 percent of all lieutenants
and 2 percent of all captains hold only a bachelor's degree, while 54 percent
of the lieutenants and 2 percent of the captains have a bachelor of arts or
science degree plus additional course work. Field grade officers, on the
other hand, all hold at least a master's degree. Clearly, the pursuit of a
master's degree is something which is occurring primarily in the initial
assignment as a 267X officer or, at the latest, as a captain. In addition, for
captains and above, the majority of each grade group have work beyond the
master's level (54 to 57 percent of captains to 85 percent of the colonels
report post-master's courses or degrees). From this trend in the data, we
can conclude that for most Behavioral Scientists, their professional education
as a psychologist is a continuing process and for most, the master's is not a
terminal degree.

This conclusion is reinforced by the data displayed in Table 24, which
displays the number of degrees earned since the individual came on active
duty (Note: USAFA graduates interpreted this question to include their
academy experience as part of their active duty--the question did not limit
responses to just time as an officer). Note that, with the exception of the
lieutenants' group, the majority of all rank groups have earned at least one
academic degree since entering active duty. Twenty to thirty percent of
captains through lieutenant colonels have earned two degrees and 71 percent
of the colonels have achieved two degrees since entering the USAF. Thus,
continuing academic education is a "way of life" for the majority of USAF
Behavioral Scientists

For most officers, this continuing education is being accomplished
through off-duty education programs (see Table 25) for master's degrees.
For the doctoral level, a program in a civilian university, under the spon-
sorship of AFIT, is the most likely course of acquiring a Ph.D. or equivalent
degree (see Table 26). The higher the rank (and therefore the more years
ol service), the more likely an officer is to have attended an AFIT-sponsored
doctoral program (11 percent of the captains to 57 percent of the colonels).
This difference between the method of obtaining a master's and a doctorate is
a function of both the difference in the length of programs and availability of
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off-duty educational programs. Master's programs are readily ivailhl. 11 or
near most Air Force bases, while doctoral programs are relatively unavijljbl'

g at or near most bases. Most universities disapprove of part.-ti e doctorl
education and discourage off-duty participation. Various attempts to Arranqe
special off-duty doctoral programs have not been successful. ['or example, in
the 1960s, the AFHRL set up a doctoral program in psycholoqy with [Kaylor
University, which was conducted in San Antonio. While a sizeable number
enrolled, few ever completed the program and it was quietly dropped by the
early 1970s. During the late 1970s, several attempts were made to set up a
doctoral program with one of the universities in San Antonio (where there are
over a hundred military and civilian employees who are qualitied and inttr-
ested in a psychology Ph.D. program). To date, this effort has met with
negative results.

At the master's level, most Behavioral Scientists involved in purJsuing a
degree specialize in psychology, although some chose a program in guidance
and counseling or business and management (see 'Table 27). For those in J
psychology program, there is a reverse trend by grade; the more iunior
officers are more likely to have a psychology major, while colonels are just ,is
likely to have a master's in business or management. (including orgnizalional

.0 development).

This trend does not hold true at the doctoral level (see '[able 28). l'or,
Ph.D. programs, the more senior the individual, the more likely the wicademic
specialization is to be in psychology. These trends at the master"s and
doctoral level may be related to the method or sponsorship data displayed
earlier in Tables 25 and 26, since master's programs are more likely to he
off-duty education where doctoral programs are more apt to be AFI-
sponsored. The individual has a greater choice of specialization in an
off-duty program, while the AFIT programs are clearly specified in terms of
which academic program the individual will attend. Almost all the At Il-
sponsored programs which have an "entry AFSC" of 2675 will be specified a.s
psychology programs (either Industrial/Organizational, Human Factors, or
Psychometrics). In some cases, another academic major will be needed,
particularly if the AFIT-sponsored program is as preparation for a speciaIl
assignment (such as teaching at the USAF Academy). Note, tor example,
that 2 percent of the captains (which equals one individual) hold a doctorate
in Anthropology (see Table 28). One doctoral program in AnthropologIy wa.;
sponsored by AFIT under the USAFA Preparatory quota. This individudl i-
now responsible for teaching anthropology courses in the tJSAI'A currieulum.

Within the broad academic area of psychology, there are a number of
subspecializations. The psychological specializations of those holding i
master's or Ph.D. degree are displayed in Table 29.

Industrial/Organizational Psychology is the most likely ;pcilization tor
master's and doctoral programs, followed by Experimental, (uOunseling and
Guidance, and Human Factors. In interpreting the data in this table, pleasc
remember that lieutenants and captains are more likely to hold a master's; os.
their highest degree (or are curr(ntly working on one), while mator"s, lieu-
tenant colonels, and colonels are more likely to h,iv , a doctorati'. AIo;(I
remember that some programs which may appear as unlikely to he' ;i) n,;)r(d
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The causes of this Jack of pr olessional invoilvemen t ire not iinmdItIl;,'.V
obvious. There were no write-in cormments which wouitd help ls; tid' ;.,1rot
the issue. In discussions with various 267X ofticurs, the high wttsI ( A'A
membership (roughly $100+ per year') and the stringent requiremenI lt ,I
Ph.D. for full membership are mentioned as fa; tors. Yet, alternitive trkl ni-
zations, such as the Military Testing Association (which hais no iri itiil utte
and no academic requirements for membership) h,ive lower percerl.,le-v g hin
APA. Some ot the DAf civilian professional t'ersonr,;el Psycholotgi h, V
pointed out that there ar(- no rewards in the Air to( sys ten) tt pI (I-
sional memberships and that participation in prot e.;sional imeetintij I: olter:
difficult or (t least unpredictable (because of the uncertainti, at I ) Y
funding each year). Their implication is, of course, thl. the Air torI d, , e.:
not value such professional involvement and provides no nt,n tvtr f, . - vt,

participation.

It would appear that there is no uniform management policy in tII, Air
Force which either encourages or discourages membership in pr-itesrttnI
psychological organizations, even though such professional involvemnt I-- ,in
accepted professional obligation for most. psychologists in the tlnild S-s
For Clinical Psychologists in the USAF, there is a Society of Air ior,(.
Clinical Psychologists (SAI'CP) which meets annually, and which pufli. 1h'-; I

* quarterly quasi-official newsletter (FOCUS). Most Air' Force (.linit ,l I i',ht,-
ogists (AFSC 9186) are also members of the Amercian Psychologicl As,,,it art

and currently are preparing to institute a certitication pro r amT to, Oie! Ifit1
requirements o most states for health care protessionals. (:lirni I t'I.,, , tl-
ogists in the Air Force are a part of the Biomedical Sciences (Cofp p .inI r.

not line officers) and have their own BSC Associate t)irertor t ('lin(itI
Psychology, who serves as a functional manager for assignment;, sf-k,, how
for training programs, and career management. 'I he "line" 1hehviorI , ien-
tists in the USAF have no single-point functional manager per :st,, i 'tI this
lack of focused leadership is reflected in the lark of consistent m, mewl jon
policies for things such as professional memberships and p,! ti( 1).Itln iII
professional conferences and meetings.

This Jack of a functi nal manager for the behavioral s iern,' It.i l, , ' k,, -

ages the various subsp(.cializations to develop their own Itidir sl, ,
example, the Air Force Systems Command tLnction, mni Ir () t t I im,1 t
factors provides a point of contact and tlous to the humari t a( t r ,tc., t ,t
the entire Air Force. Thus, for the human tactor., are,, wi' . n , *r

fessional identification (discussed earlier in the analysis o ;Iwui,tlIy I ,l
a more active role in channeling the future of that i ,f e ito., I',,  i, ri'
AFSC proposal to reestablish a separate shreditut for huir, ti, ', fit
implies separate assignment and careur developmnl pro (rms- n. I h I ;1 i
a healthy development in one sense, in thai 'omman1 and mn'rtr'i ti Ito

tion has been tocused on the Human Iaclor's 1r(',1 Andl s iorlw \,r'y' ii! Itlm'
decisions made about the future directions ot 1iI !, .un(:i ns ir It'h Air I ti,
It does accentuate, however, the lack of sLo(h single-point Itn(titl l(etird -

ship and direction in the other behavioral s(tiene' areas. I he> is, tr thl,,r
which needs attention and resolution if the tchi\ nil ti ii(i(,lty ,
become a more effective force in Air I a.(( r st;,ir h int lappl .ti '.
manpower, personnel, an(t Irainin(.
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by AFIT (for example, Counseling and Guidance) may be part of a special
program such as the USAFA Faculty Prepatory quota (in fact, the USAFA!
lDl'1 operates a Cadet Counseling Center and some individuals were spon-
sored for advanced academic degree programs in preparation for duty in that
type of work).

Finally, ,a question was asked in the USAF job inventory about the
* degree 1.o which their advanced degree in psychology or a related area was

very useful in the performance of their current job. Respondents were asked
to rate their agreement or disagreement on a 7-point scale ranging from 1
(strongly disagree) to 4 (neither agree or disagree) to 7 (strongly agree)

* that their advanced academic program was very useful in job performance. A
summary of responses to this question is shown in Table 30.

In general, the more senior the individual, the more likely he or she is
4 t~o feel their advanced degree in psychology or a related area was useful to

their job performance. In interpreting these data, please remember that the
more senior individuals are also more likely to hold a doctorate; thus, the
trends seen in Table 30 are confounded somewhat by degree level (and years
of experience as well). Nonetheless, there is a very clear trend for more
senior individuals to find their academic background has contributed posi-

* tively to their performance of their present job.

ProfessionalOrcianizations. Job incumbents were also asked in which profes-
s ional.I o rganizations they hold membership. The objective of this question was
to assess the degree of professional involvement of Air Force Behavioral
Scientists in psychology- related organizations. Responses to this question are
summarized in Table 31.

On the average, only about one out of every five Air Force Behavioral
Scientists or Scientific Managers is involved with the American Psychological

* Association, which is the major professional organization for psychologists in
the United States. Even less a proportion belong to other professional
organizations, with the notable exception of the colonels, 57 percent of whom
belong to the Human Factors Society. Also, the majority of both lieutentant
colonels and colonels indicated they belong to some other professional organi-

*zations; the types of organizations they identified include: The Ergonomics
Society, American Society for Public Administration, Society for Applied
Learning Technology, American Statistical Association, American Anthro-

* pological Association, Academy of Management, American Educational Research
Association, and various counseling organizations. Typically, only one or two
individuals belong to any given organization, and these are typically more
senior individuals (senior captains, majors, and lieutenant colonels).

Overall, these data seem to portray a general lack of any systematic
* involvement in the wider professional community by Air Force Behavioral

Scientists. Only about, 20 percent are involved in APA and smaller percent-
ages in other psychological organizations. Often the individual who is active
in APA is also the person who belongs to another professional organization
(whether it. be the Human Factors Society or a counseling association).
Thus, what. professional involvement there is in the behavioral science area

* seems it) be largely focused on a relatively small core of individuals, roughly
only one, out of five or six officers.
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Professional Military_ ducation. Another area of professional involvement for
Air Force Behavioral Scientists is their role and development as military
officers. The participation of Behavioral Scientists in Professional Military
Iducation (PME) is summarized in Table 32.

About two-thirds of the lieutenants and 20 percent of the captains have
no PME courses completed, while all lieutenant colonels and colonels have
accomplished some type of PME. Sixty-three percent of all captains have
accomplished Squadron Officers School in residence, as well as 70 percent of
the majors. At least some captains and majors (and perhaps others) com-
pleted both correspondence and resident SOS courses.

At least 63 percent of the majors and 65 percent of the lieutenant
colonels completed Air Command and Staff College through one program or
another. Thus, at least through lieutenant colonel, there is a very positive
correlation between PME completion and advanced grade. This trend does not
hold true, however, for the colonels in the sample in that few of them com-
pleted SOS or ACSC in residence, and less than half completed these courses
by other means. None of the colonels attended Air War College and only two
out of the seven colonels in the sample completed AWC at all.

Overall, the data presented in Table 32 show a rather healthy involve-
ment on the part of Air Force Behavioral Scientists with PME programs. The
majority at. each grade have completed the PME relevant to their level (about
two-thirds), with the exception of the colonels. It is clear that colonels in
this sample earned their rank in spite of their lack of involvement with senior
PMF and quite contrary to the popular concept of PME as a requirement to
promotion. In their cases, promotion boards may have weighed their
advanced academic education (and probably their specific assignment oppor-
tunities) more heavily.

The excellent participation of most Behavioral Scientists in PME courses
stands in contrast to the preceding discussion of their lack of involvement in
professional organizations. The differen--, in involvement in the two areas
strongly suggests that their greater identification is with their role as mili-
tary officers as opposed to professional identity as psychologists.

Survey respondents were also asked to rate (on a 7-point agreement
scale) their agreement or disagreement with the statement, "The PME training
I have had has been very useful in the performance of my current job."
T'heir ratings of this question are summarized in Table 33.

The data displayed in Table 33 does not show any substantial agreement
as to the general usefulness of PME training in on-the-job performance. For
most of the groups (captains through colonels), the distribution of responses
appears bipolar--people seem to disagree strongly or moderately or agree to
the same level; few are neutral about the issue. We must conclude there is
no consistent attitude about the usefulness of PME to Air Force Behavioral
Scientists (although as shown earlier, most career officers are completing
their PME). If anything, the data displayed has a slight tendency toward the
positive (for example, if the categories of agree and disagree are summed,
then 39 percent of the majors disagree, but 56 percent agree their PME is
useful to their job).
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(',ree r 'lins Ainother important area for our understanding o1 the l,'h,iv-
ior.i <K IntIst I i the Air F'orce is their future intentions. Survey respojnd-
ents w(r s Iket'd to ind ittate their long-term career plans. Their responses
art' summrf i/ed in I able 34 for the various grade groups. As might be
anticipated, many of the lieutenants (30 percent) are undecided about their
future. An equ,d number (30 percent.) expect to remain Behavioral Scientists
(AFS 207,) Ior the reminder of their careers, as do 30 percent of the
captains ind iTh perent of the majors. These data suggest. there is a 'ore of
career Behavior-il Scientists who plan on remaining in the career field until
retirement. Note that 14 percent of the colonels also indicated they would
remain a 267") until retirement, even though the 2675 is authoried a g radld
spread of second lieutenant through lieutenant colonel. This 11 p,,rc)'nt
represents I individual (total number of colonels = 7). Since this; ws in
unusual response, the colonel was contacted by phone to obtain an mxplan,-
tion of his status. fie indicated he is in a unique job which he has held
(except for one year away) for, the last 13 years. He has been promoted
from major to colonel in the same position. fie also indicated that he would
remain in the same position until retirement because of the unique responsi-
bilities and need for continuity in a critical program. By retaining the
non-colonel specialty code, his unique status is somewhat officially recoqnized
and he is not threatened with automatic reassignment.

I

There is a natural trend toward decreasing intentions to remain in the,
2675 field as rank increases and conversely, of increasing intentions to be in
the scientific area but not necessarily 2675 as rank increases. These trends
could be interepreted as normal expectation of progression to the staff level,
as a 2616 Scientific Manager at the field grade level. If we sum the number
expecting to remain 2675 officers with those expecting to stay 26XX, then 44
percent of the lieutenants and captains and 72 percent of the majors and
lieutenant colonels anticipate remaining in the 26XX scientific area. 'I'hese
figures argue for a well motivated career force of Behavioral Scientists, and
speaks well for future retention.

(Historic note - in the years prior to 1970, almost all officers ert.rin(
the 2675 area came from other career fields; very few entered the field as
second lieutenants and remained for a full career in this specialty. About
1970, however, some individuals, particularly some USAF Academy gt duates,
entered who have continued in the 2675 field as their only Air' 'orce spe-
cialty. These officers are now majors who are up for selection for' lieutenant
colonel. These "career" Behavioral Scientists may now be functioning as ,
"role model" for many of the lieutenants and captains who are (urrn ly
entering the specialty.)

Other data in Table 34 which particalarly need to be noted ire show, n orI
the line concerning those who plan to separate from the LIJSAI' betore relire-
ment. Note that only 2 percent of the lieutenants, 7 percent of the captains,
and 3 percent of the majors plan to leave the Air Fore before retirement
eligibility. These data reinforce the picture developed ahove of (',aree r
motivated force of Behavioral Scientists. These figures cain he (om p,red h)
Air Force officers in general, based on dat a (011eted in s Study of ()tti(',r
PME (Bell 1984). In that. study of over 1) 10,006 offi(cers, 1(0 per('ent f the
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lieutenants, 22 percent of the captains, and 13 percent of the majors indi-
cated they would probably leave the USAF before reaching retirement
eligibility (Ibid., Table 16). When the data for Behavioral Scientists cited
above are contrasted with the PME study data, the Behavioral Scientists are
clearly more career motivated as a group than the general Air Force officer

* population.

*Career Aspirations. One final question in the background section of the
TS-AF Job inventory asked respondents to indicate the highest officer rank to

which they aspire before retirement. Responses to this question are sum-
marized in Table 35.

Note that the percent of lieutenants who plan to leave before retirement
in this table (5 percent) is higher than was reported in the previous table (2

* percent), but is still only half the figure reported above for Air Force lieu-
tenants in general. The figure for captains (7 percent) is the same for both
questions. This repeated response situation permits some assessment of the
consistency and reliability of our data; the difference in response is at most
no more than ±3 percent. The average "error" is less than 3 percent since
captains responded exactly the same to both questions. In any case, ±3
percent is a very acceptable reliability for survey questionnaires.

0Also note in Table 35, the majority of Behavioral Scientists who aspire to
the rank of lieutenant colonel or colonel, which also indicates very positive
long-term career goals. Quite realistically, more of those who are presently
colonels aspire to be a general officer than do those who are now majors and
lieutenant colonels. In this regard, also note that lieutenants and colonels
are more apt to aspire to general officer status than do the other groups;
again, this result might be expected.

The overall patterns of career rank aspirations portrayed in Table 35
suggest that most Air Force Behavioral Scientists want to have a full and

*successful military career. This conclusion strengthens the analysis of data
in the previous table which was interpreted as showing Behavioral Scientists
as a highly motivated group of career Air Force officers.
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TABLE 22

SOURCE OF COMMISSION OF AIR FORCE 26XX OFFICERS
(PERCENT RESPONDING)

1984 DATA -

COMMISSIONING PROGRAM LT CAPT MAJ LTC C ,.

OFFICER TRAINING SCHOOL 33 39 22 1 0

AFROTC 21 30 58 70 86

USAF ACADEMY 46 23 20 0 14

OTHER (OCS, AV. CADETS, ETC.) 0 8 0 0 0

1981 DATA -

OFFICER TRAINING SCHOOL 55 31 24 30 0

AFROTC 7 51 62 43 0

USAF ACADEMY 36 18 10 7 0

OTHER (AVIATION CADETS, ETC.) 0 0 0 0 100
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TABLE 23

HIGHEST LEVEL OF EDUCATION OF USAF BEHAVIORAL SCIENTISTS
(PERCENT RESPONDING)

EDUCATION LEVEL LT CAPT MAJ LTC COL

BACHELORS DEGREE ONLY 7 2 0 0 0

BA/S PLUS COURSE WORK 54 2 0 0 0
MASTERS DEGREE 14 39 20 26 14

MA/S PLUS COURSE WORK 16 41 43 30 14

Ph.D. OR EQUIVALENT DEGREE 7 13 38 39 71

OTHER (PROFESSIONAL DEGREE, ETC.) 0 3 0 4 0

TABLE 24

NUMBER OF ACADEMIC DEGREES EARNED SINCE ENTERING THE USAF*
(PERCENT RESPONDING)

NUMBER OF DEGREES EARNED LT CAPT MAJ LTC COL

NONE SINCE ENTERING USAF 60 20 20 13 14

O NE 33 50 55 48 14

TWO 7 21 22 30 71

THREE 0 7 3 9 0

Includes undergraduate USAF Academy
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TABLE 25

METHOD USED TO EARN MASTER'S DEGREE SINCE ENTERING USAF*

(PERCENT RESPONDING)

METHOD TO EARN MASTERS LT CAPT MAJ LTC COl,

AFIT 5 34 32 30 57

BOOTSTRAP 5 4 8 0 0

OFF-DUTY EDUCATION PROGRAMS 56 43 33 .51)  0

OTHER 12 2 5 4 0

* Includes those currently working on a master's degree

TABLE 26

METHOD USED TO EARN A DOCTORAL DEGREE SINCE ENTERING USAF-

(PERCENT RESPONDING)

METHOD USED TO EARN Ph.D. LT CAPT 1AJ lTC C0I.

NONE - NOT EARNED 77 77 52 V9 2()

AFIT 0 11 27 41 51

BOOTSTRAP 0 2 1 0 0

OFF-DUTY EDUCATION PROGRAMS 9 9 12 9 14

OTHER 2 2 3 4 ()

r Includes those currently working on a doctoral degree

0
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TABLE 27

AREA OF SPECIALIZATION OF MASTER'S DEGREE HOLDERS
(PERCENT RESPONDING)

ACADEMIC AREA LT CAPT MAJ LTC COL

ACCOUNTI NG-FINANCE 2 2 0 0 0

ANTHROPOLOGY 0 2 0 4 0

BUSINESS, MANAGEMENT, OR ORG. DEV. 2 9 17 9 29

EDUCAT ION 0 2 5 4 0

ENGINEERING 2 2 0 9 14

tENGLISH 0 2 0 0 0

GUIDANCE AND COUNSELING 7 18 12 9 14

H I STORY 0 0 0 5 0

I NDUSTRIAL ENGINEERING 5 11 0 4 0

PSYCHOLOGY 67 50 58 39 28

OTHER 21 14 5 35 14

TABLE 28

AREA OF SPECIALIZATION OF DOCTORAL DEGREE HOLDERS*
(PERCENT RESPONDING)

ACADEMIC AREA LT CAPT AJ LTC COL

NONE 77 68 40 35 29

ANTHROPOLOGY 0 2 0 0 0

BUSINESS, MANAGEMENT, ORG. DEV. 0 0 0 4 14

EI)UCAT I ON 5 2 5 9 0

ENGINEERING (JNCLUDES INDUSTRIAL) 0 2 0 5 0

GUIDANCE AND COUNSELING 0 5 3 4 0

PSYCIOLOGY 9 20 43 26 43

niIF. R 0 2 8 13 14

.In luhides those earning degrees prior to entry in the USAF and those in
,)f -dty programs
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TABLE 29

AREA OF SPECIALIZATION OF HIGHEST LEVEL ACADEMIC DEGREE HEII)

(PERCENT RESPONDING)

BEHAVIORAL SCIENCE SPECIALIZATION LT CAPT MAJ L'TC Ct1,

CLINICAL 9 5 0 0 0

COUNSELING AND GUIDANCE 9 18 8 17 14

DEVELOPMENTAL 0 0 0 0 0

EDUCATIONAL 0 2 5 1 3 14

INDUSTRIAL/ORGANIZATIONAL 26 18 23 9 29

PERSONALITY 2 0 3 0 0

PSYCHOLOGICAL WARFARE 0 0 0 0 0

PSYCHOMETRICS 0 2 0 0 0

SOCIAL 2 2 0 4 0

QUANTITATIVE 2 0 0 0 0

EXPERIMENTAL 9 9 25 (0 14

HUMAN FACTORS 14 20 8 4 0

GENERAL 9 7 0 4 0

CONSUMER 0 0 0 0 ()

OTHER 7 4 10 4 )
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TABLE 30

USEFULNESS OF ADVANCED DEGREE IN JOB PERFORMANCE
(PERCENT RESPONDING)

LEVEL OF AGREEMENT LT CAPT MAJ LTC COL

STRONGLY DISAGREE 9 16 5 0 0

MODERATEIY DISAGREE 5 2 5 0 0

S LI GIlT LY DISAGREE 0 5 0 0 0

NIITtlER AGREE OR DISAGREE 0 7 0 0 4

SL I GHTLY AGREE 7 7 5 13 0

m()DERATE LY AGREE 14 23 15 4 71

STRONGLY AGREE 12 30 50 48 14

OTHIER-' 54 9 20 30 14

Other includes those who do not have an advanced degree or whose degree

is niot psychology or a related area
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TABLE 31

MEMBERSHIP IN PROFESSIONAL ORGANIZATIONS
(PERCENT RESPONDING)

ORGANIZATION LT CAPT MAJ LTC col,

AMERICAN PSYCHOLOGICAL ASSOCIATION 22 11 23 26 28

Student Affiliate (12) 2) (3) (13) ( 0)

Associate Member (5) 5) (5) ( 0) (14)

Member (requires Ph.D.) (5) 4) (15) (13) (14)

HUMAN FACTORS SOCIETY 19 21 20 113 57

AMERICAN MANAGEMENT ASSOCIATION 0 4 8 0 14

MILITARY TESTING ASSOCIATION 12 13 18 1 ( 0

SOCIETY OF AVIATION PSYCHOLOGY 2 4 12 9 0

OTHER 19 20 20 57 57
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TABLE 32

PROFESS 1ONAI. MfILI TARY EDUCATION COURSES COMPLETED

(PERCENT RESPONDING)

PME COURSES LT CAPT MAJ LTC COL

NONE COMPLETED 74 20 3 0 0

S(UAI)RJON OFFICERS SCHOOL (RESIDENCE) 5 63 70 39 14

S(,)UADRON OFFICERS SCHOOL (CORRESPONDENCE) 16 46 60 52 43

AIR COMMAND & STAFF COLLEGE (RESIDENCE) 0 0 8 26 29

AIR COMMAND & STAFF COLLEGE (CORRESPONDENCE) 0 21 63 65 43

AIR WAR COLLEGE (RESIDENCE) 0 0 0 4 0

AIR WAR COLLEGE (SEMINAR) 0 0 10 9 14

AIR WAR COLLEGE (CORRESPONDENCE) 0 0 8 22 14

ARMEI) FORCES STAFF COLLEGE 0 0 0 4 14

NIUSTRIAL COLLEGE OF THE ARMED FORCES 0 0 0 0 14

INDUSTRIAL COLLEGE OF THE ARMED FORCES

(CORRESPONDENCE) 0 0 15 48 29
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TABLE 33

USEFULNESS OF PME COURSES IN JOB PERFORMANCE
(PERCENT RESPONDING)

LEVEL OF AGREEMENT LT CAPT MAJ LTC C01,

STRONGLY DISAGREE 2 21 13 4 0

MODERATELY DISAGREE 5 16 18 27 29

SLIGHTLY DISAGREE 5 2 8 17 0

NEITHER AGREE OR DISAGREE 2 9 8 9 14

SLIGHTLY AGREE 5 21 30 .17 29

MODERATELY AGREE 5 11 23 13 0

STRONGLY AGREE 2 7 3 13 14

OTHER* 74 12 0 0 14

Includes those who have not completed any PME courses
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TABLE 34

CAREER FIELD PLANS OF AIR FORCE BEHAVIORAL SCIENTISTS
AND SCIENTIFIC MANAGERS
(PERCENT RESPONDING)

RESPONSE CATEGORY LT CAPT MAJ LTC COL

PLAN TO REMAIN IN THE 267X AREA 30 30 35 22 14

REMAIN SCIENTIFIC (26XX) BUT NOT

NECESSARILY 267X 14 14 37 48 43

WILL CROSSTRAIN INTO NEW AREA 16 7 2 13 0

UNDECIDED 30 16 8 4 14

PLAN TO SEPARATE BEFORE RETIREMENT 2 7 3 0 0

RATED SUPPLEMENT OR CAREER BROADENING 0 7 12 0 14

OTHER* 7 18 3 13 14

No response given or another alternative written in

103



I . . .........- - - - - - - - - -

TABLE 35

HIGHEST RANK ASPIRED TO BEFORE RETIREMENT
I (PERCENT RESPONDING)

RANK ASPIRED LT CAPT MAJ LTC COL

PLAN TO LEAVE BEFORE RETIREMENT 5 7 0 0 0

MAJOR 5 9 8 0 0

LIEUTENANT COLONEL 28 25 55 39 0

COLONEL 37 46 32 57 71

BRIGADIER GENERAL OR HIGHER 21 11 3 9 29
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CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

[he data developed in this occupational survey indicates that the USAF
Behavioral Scientist (AFSC 2675) is a very diverse occupation, which includes
jobs ranging from the (bench-level) task scientist to senior managers and
executives. There are several "entry-level" or "journeyman" professional jobs
which are very specialized to a specific function or program (such as the
WAPS Test Development Psychologists, Occupational Analysts, Human Factors
Psychologists, and USAFA/DFBL Instructors). As an individual progresses in
grade and experience, the jobs available are primarily staff and plans types
positions and, for the most senior individuals, executive management.

TIhe information developed was used to evaluate the proposed change to
AFR 36-1 and strong positive support was given to the proposal. A separate
shredout for the human factors area seemns justified, and the elimination of
the master's degree requirement for entry-level jobs appears realistic. The
change will necessitate some type of systematic revalidation of which career
field positions actually require an advanced degree.

The present structure of merging the Behavioral Scientist with several
unrelated scientific specialties (Chemists, Physicists, Nuclear Scientists, etc.)
at the Scientific Manager (2616) level was questioned. The present senior
staff structure makes career progression and planning ambiguous and may
actually encourage migration to other areas (such as 2716 or 7516). In some
cases, organizations are apparently choosing to designate even their senior
positions as 2675 to ensure qualified Behavioral Scientists are assigned. This
is inferred by the overlap in senior jobs of 2675 and 2616 officers. An
alternative AFSC structure was proposed which would create three levels
within the Behavioral Scientist AFSC (2671-2674-2676), which has historical

*r precedent in the early 1950s.

When job attitudes were examined, a very positive overall picture
emerged of Air Force Behavioral Scientists as interested in their jobs and

*highly motivated for a full military career. There has been a very positive
improvement between 1981 and 1984. A few possible problem areas were
noted, such as considerable dissatisfaction of Human Factors Scientists with
the organizational climate of their organization (although they had high
interest in their job). The specific causes for this dissatisfaction are not
known, but they may be partially resolved with the recognition (and separate

0 career management) of Human Factors Psychologists as a separate shredout.

Air Force Behavioral Scientists hold about the same very positive job
attitudes as the majority of Air Force officers, but they are more likely to
remain in the USAF than officers in general. The majority want to remain in
the scientific (26XX) area, but only about 30 percent expect to remain as
2075~ officers their entire career. The majority aspire to being lieutenant

*colonel or colonel by the time they reach retirement eligibility, but some hope
to progress to the general officer level (some lieutenants and some colonels).

* 'lThus, members of this specialty appear to be interested, motivated individuals
who anticipate a full career with the Air Force as officers and scientists.

10



Normally, when an OSR is completed for a specialty, a Utilization nd

Training (U&T) Workshop is convened to allow functional managers and repre-

sentatives of major using organizations to assess problems and recommend

potential solutions. Since there are some unresolved issues in the Behavioral

Scientist specialty, recommend that such a workshop be called to consider the

future directions of the behavioral science area in the Air Force. Since there

is no formal training program for the 2675 area, perhaps HQ USAt/'IPXOA or

MPCMC should take responsibility for initiating a U&T workshop.
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SPECIALTY DESCRIPTIONS FOR AFSCs 267X AND 261X

108

-i0. - . . , - - - . . . _. , . ,... ,



AFR 26-1 Attachnint 10 1 January 1984 A10-25/2-,
AFSC 267

Entry AFSC 267'

OFFICER AIR FURCL SPECIALTY

BEHAVIORAL SCIENTIST

1 SPECIALTY SUMMARY

,r.itti, i.:,. i. it.ntifv, quantity, prcdict, and control b,! avior of human- and variables affecting behavior. M
xf',,:rrnt~e't ih ,t:,als ii comparative research. Studies beha jor as maniftstcd ether individually or in groups, and,.

irin Ir : ;?()n .,W ! riiachiner.

2. DUTIES AND RESPONSIBILITIES

i ( .1u;,. ,earh. Plans and executes research on scientific community, including civilian, industrial Pi
human l ri' w ii l sensot '. motor, emotional and intel- other government agencies. Maintains records pertaining
,.ctual poces.,,w. including social development and behav- research projects. Reviews professional literature to kerr,

,or, .motivation:, aptitudes, communication and abreast of behavioral sciences developments. Serves
man-i-n iine ielationships. Develops and tests hypotheses, technical consultant and (or) representative to scientif"
jilans a r.! conducts experiments and surveys, designs special meetings, technical boards, and committees.
jrstrurtients or techniques, analyzes and reports results.

n. Conducts applied research. Applies information from d. Manages behavioral sciences research and devel,
hasic rcsearch to solution of specific Air Force problems, ment. Coordinates behavioral sciences programs, projec'.
D)evi~es any special instruments necessary. plans and exe- and activities with related and interested agencies. Plar.
cutrs experimevits, analyzes and reports the results. organizes, and directs laboratories, field units, and sta-

c. Monitors andperforms liaison and consultative activi- agencies. Provides staff supervision over behavioral scien.
ties. De-velops research proposals and monitors contracts activities and programs. Performs as staff officer -n-,
for so,,,ited and unsolicited research conducted on a manager in positions requiring technical specialzation)
(.oM 'a%,d:l bas- Serves as liaison between Air Force and behavioral sciences.

3. SPECIALTY QUALIFICATIONS

a. K,.?,wedge. Knowledgc is nandatorn of Air Force desirable.
r,,crJ plicies, procedures and managment practices as c. Experience. A minimum of 24 monhs' Air F-o-
c'iev ap'21 to behavioral sci,-nce activities, experience performing basic ur appli.d rcsearch in the fi,
b. ;uti, 4l tof specialization or a related field is mandatory. lp to

1)Iar', degrec in h.rnan engineering or psvch(- inonths' experience in Air Force instructing in behavi,)c
ogy is wrandatory for enty into the specialty, science or psychology may be applied toward the minim,,i

, l)octoratc in human engineering or psychology is experience reqrnirement.

4. SPECIALTY DATA

a. ,ratw .'torea.l. '1-econd lieutenant through lieutenant b. Related DOD Occupational Group: 5F

A-
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AFR 3e-1 Attactont 10 1 January 1984 A1- .

AFSC 2(
Entry AFSc' 2

OFFICER AIR FORCE SPECIALTY

SCIENTIFIC MANAGER

1. SPECIALTY SUMMARY

Directs, fornulates, manages, evaluates, and coordinates research and developmutit programs and pro;e .,

exmxulive manager of large and diverse scientific organizations, and supervises scientific research activties

2. DUTIES AND RESPONSIBILITIES

A. Form J.laies research objeciives andpolicies. Develops hasic research. Provides for testing an! evaluratio -, rw
long-range research objectives and programs concerned developed items. Monitors research programs. ;q,pr,.
with such matters as guided missiles, military applications of major work phans and fiscal allocat ions, and c- r',
atomic erergy. and adaptation of equipment and materials program scopes are consistent with availhble 'uads ':
to persons n military situations. Ensures research programs and defenIs research budget estimates. Pan, 1cip;
are in support of existing or proposed tactical and strategic formulatirpg and approving military character?! c
requirements. Conducts surveys of research projects to materiel. Submits requests for research to f-.deral;,
determine areas where further research is required. Reviews engaging in such specialized aciivitic . Sup-lviscs 1,
legislation to determine impact upon objectives and pro- tion of acti%ity, progress, and fisca! 'ummar , !p,'
grams. Formulates policies and procedures governing con-
duct and administration of research activities. Initiates c. Coordinates research activiti. ('.rd, .
plans, policies, and programs for management of scientific research and development organaions to estah':.h i
and specialized personnel to ensure optimum use of skills dures and F.romote disserainatiam and use of pe-
and abilities. Recommends establishment of new, or modir- foreign and domnes c rcemific and technical da: i. 1':,
cation of existing, research projects and facilities, for intercha nge ot scientific information !',ccn Ai

L. Fitablishes and monitors research programs and pro- research organizat ons, governmental and md -,;.l i.
jects Directs establishment of research programs and cies, universities, Air Force contrac'ots, at; repicwn'
projects, and allocates responsibility for accomplishment, of foreign countries to avoid unnecess:ary dplwaticu -,
Ensures adequate support of basic and applied research ensure mutual assistance in solving allie priohcns "i
needs outside the province of government agencies by as representative on scientific and technical bo ir
providing for contracts with private institutions to conduct commitccs.

3. SPECIALTY QUALIFICATIONS

a. Knowledge. Knowledge of Air Force research and physics, chemistry, biology, operations rcscrch, hc'
development policies, procedures, and management prac- science or qualification in computti tcchn,lng .,
tices ifs mandatory. applied toward the experience requiremnt. It i% t ;,:.

b. I'ducation. Master's degree in science or engineering, that experience inclule 12 months yewu p i'('!- ,i,
or bachelor's degree in science or engineering with master's fun,,tiors as formTVlting plans and piics d-
degree in R&I) management or business administration is procedures applic;ablc to broad scr tific rt.eaiJ, :i'
desirable, budget preparawn mAd planning, and 11cuti, ,iri,

c. Experience. Full qualification in one or more of the R&D urgzations
operating level scientific specialties and 48 months' experi-
encre in the utilization field are mandatory. Twenty-four d. 'rt, in,. Comnmlelion o0 lI , ral, tory ina...
munth!s' of Ai, ForLeC itructing in either m'vthcwaics, research ind dcwltopment coLrS . .

4. SPECI.,LTY DATA

a Grade SpraJ. M j<or th,,.uth coh r ,i.l./ ,' 'i !) )1. IW O upwt;(,,!..I f,', '' N 1%

A-2
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Af-H 3b-(I l Attacflment I 1 I vIdarG~II Io, J00, --

AFSC 2675*
Entry AFSC 2671*

OFFICER AIR FORCE SPECIALTY

BEHAVIORAL SCIENTIST

1 .SPECIALTY SUMMARY

.riimi ,fnltors basit aind applied inilitai\ or contract research it, idcniifx quanldi, predict and manage human
hchai i a di pertormance D eter mine, sx stem. occupational, or oh requirements IDex lops tests or measures of human
,k ill,. apt ldI s* mol sa! ions. J1UI IdesIan peiormance Applies research result, in design, des elopment. acquisition, or
III dii k ,ii iii of "C apons s\Sstems (it humnan factor,, requirements, Applies ads anced technolog% in human resources
scic1111 [fIITF ili irri.promo01tin or other *\ir Force management ss sems Consults. instructs, or manages behas oral science

2. DUTIES AND RESPONSIBILITIES

I%( *e~o r mf1millirs huam (r a,''ited re.me'r~ h in the design and operation of Air F orce xxCa pons s\ stems
I )CxClops research Proposals P'laris and executes resea rch and supporting human resources management sx stems.
on hia hL-jw TIbeior including sensor\- motor. intellectual. C ondLucts, and rrt icipates in human factors tests and
,itid ctiiot onal processes and ait!iudes or ma n-miachine ex aluatioris 0I i &J[ . N stems deiefopmeni tests and
cliti orihips I )exelops and tests h\ pitheses. conducts cx aluat ions ( F)1&1Li, operational tests and ex aluations

C\c semits anld surs eis. and anals /cs and reports results (0 1I&[) . and folloxx-on tests, and exaluations I FOT&E).
%1iiiirs sldiitctd and unsolic:ited research condliicd or) a Plans and conducts technolog\ transfer projects.

*WI,~udhii e ( oh mo i iirti mruiis in human hehai br. Ser,,es as
h I)( ~~~ei ~ri \1 id/oiitima/. ir fi I re~quire-

hihI' I idSles 5 terns. con!tractor. on occulpational lijison hellS cen the Air Force and the scientific community

SIihJieut niji Icr speciaelists, to ident Pm and measure required including cix iia n. industrial, allied, and other gox erment

hehlix ors and o~h requirements IDeselops and x aidates agencies Rex ie\%s professional literature and participates in

Isriiiiienits and conducts field administ rat ions to collect professional meetings to keep abreast of behax oral sciences
andf qiianiiiif human performance requirements, data and dexelopments Serses as technical consultant or representa-
niaii-nradmIic requirements, ( sex resulting data in design. tix e to scientific meetings, technical boards, and commit-
lies lopnmetii . or cx aluation of Air F-orce training arid tees D ex elops behax toral science curricula and teaches

1M1,1 1 :soiirce's management programs, helaiaxoral principles for commissioning, professional
/)' 'Jmlvi anI meriasuremnrti he,\ iii Constructs miitar\ . and occupational education and training

1i.-alires of hiint aptitudes. skills. specialts knmessledges. pigtrns
niii it isiiis att ituliles,, and penriormance to qua nt if human t tfuiaLehetaiiiral Aiieflii'\re.%iari hand alp/u atii.s

AdiimLtnc-s or capabilit\, to meet Air Force requirements,. progratmi Plans. organiies. directs, and manages staff
%' i lltes s lt) Ii nstruments and sx\stcn),s for use of resulting acts\ ties. Programs. and projects to research. develop, and
deni appl\ adxanced technology for meeting Air Force

t I p/lo human fai ior% iii hn1 heo i and rese'arih1 requirements, Directs technical personnel Performs as staff
rech ul\IIIt cim\ ihniin or modific Olileti Conducts officer and manager in positions requiring technical
kVdcxciiI ipiiw pi oiects to applx% humnir factoirs i nformat ion qua lificat ion in behax oral sciences

3. SPECIALTY QUALIFICATIONS

&e/PIim ci ik K niixledge oft Air I orce research poelicies. semester hours in the follossing courses quantitative
prcciii d amariinagement practices as, thei. appl,. to method, measurement. experimiental design, research

hhfiia usLcTice aetix ties IS mandator\ Knossledge of methods, and human dexelopment.
A, I ir c fiiniari factors research and acquisition policies, 121 %Mandator% requirements for enirs into the human

pi,,cdwiivi e. aind management practices is mandators for fact ors specialist sh redout ( 2675 Al 1, ndergraduatc
iip1.od oeIIiI tie human factors specialist shrediiui 2075A I academic specialtiatien in ps\ cholog\ or engineering xx ith

h ['1i, on in completion of the folloss ing courses statistics ( through
il Ii ridatiir% requirements for cot rk into c5 VS(' unix ariate analx sist. experimental design (psxchologs or

''sI tiiiergrailfiiae academic speciafiat ion ill psxchol- engineering). perception sensation or ps% choph Smolog ,
ops. huima~en eiigiineirig. or a related social science xx ith 24 com puter science programining, and human fact ors
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engineering or engineering psychology. nmnnum e+\pciicrwc reqtiiLlcl''ii or'l \( (
(3) Master's degree and doctorate in human tactors (2) .\ mastcr s dcgrcc In P,\'h,o ' L,, r il Ii I k .11

psvcholog or engineering, industrial or experimental substitute for 12 (i thc 24 nimh,, tor \1( 2,> \
psycholog. or a related scientific area are desirable

c Experience, A minimum of 24 months' experience is d. lratmmin ( omplction o OW AI I I 1 H,,ilQ ,1,
mandator for upgrade. human tactors enginecring Ln L\Iicm H 1ytl,0 1i

(I) Up to 12 months' experience as a USA-A desirable for 2()5..N pcronnci being .ir,,PLgd 1' .,',"IlM
instructor in behasioral sciences ma% he applied tos.ard this program office
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BI!lIAVIORAI, S IFNI'ISTS J( )RS

Phase 1 - 1981

).trvicw. ['or the Behavioral Scientist specialty, individual job descriptions
were compared to identify the career field structure of jobs. The analysis
id('ntitied 25 difterent types of jobs which grouped into 7 major clusters;
Ih.ese includeCd" Research Programs Scientists (35 percent); Functional Unit
Supervisors (10 percent); Academic Instructors-Counselors (10 percent);
junior Vask Scientists (6 percent), AFIT Students (4 percent); Occupational
Ana lysts (1 percent); Human Factors lngineering Researchers (7 percent)

dM l st. )eveopment Psychologists (12 percent). The major clusters of jobs
include dbout 9 percent of the cases in the sample; the remaining individuals
wre filling one-deep, unique positions. The major clusters of jobs are
di;played graphically in F'igure C-1 to illustrate the relative size of the

SVriou:s functions in the Behavior'al Scientist specialty.

l'here are no tasks which are performed by all members of the sample;
most ta;ks are pertormed by members of some of the groups listed above but
not by members of other, groups. There are a few tasks which are performed
by some proportion of all groups; these are the things which come the closest

0 to being "common tasks"; see Table C-I for examples of such common tasks.
Sever,l things are immediately obvious from this list of common tasks: none
of these tasks is what could be considered a technical task of the Behavioral
Scientist sp(cialty; the tasks are behaviors which are performed by people in
most Air- torce specialties.

[he lack of common core of technical task implies this is a very diverse
career field. Behavioral Scientists have little technical work which they
perform in common, but rather tend to subspecialize in their own technical
ar'ea. :;hus, to really understand the career field, we must take a look at
tIhe va Ious types of jobs which Air Force Behavioral Scientists are
I)4,rforminq.

Job Group Descriptions

'I his section provides details about each of the job groups identified
bove including, where appropriate, some indication of subgroups where

:pfciili/ation occurs. The descriptions will include some information about
the types of individuals in each group, the tasks they perform in common,
indl the tsks unique to each subgroup. Job attitudes and other background

Intformalton will be discussed later when the various groups are compared with
(a t inother.

. IFfSKAR(:l PR( RAM S (I:N'TISTS (GPO()13). Sur, ,y respondents
in the, lesearch Program Scientists cluster represent 35 percent (N=57) of all
Hi. inJvicduals in the sludy and are assigned to virtually all of the major-
erris Wherbe bi,havioral science activities are performed. They range in
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grade from second lieutenant to colonel, and include a few civilians GS-1 I
through GM-13. They perform the general tasks noted previously; other
tasks they perform in common (that bring them together as a group) include:

Analyze results of research
Analyze research data
Prepare reports documenting findings or conclusions
Plan research experiments or research surveys
Identify research requirements
Arrange for processing of research data
Direct statistical analysis of data
Monitor progress of projects
Maintain contact with personnel of other units
Perform research literature reviews

b Collect data for research

Advise nonscientific users on techniques or applications

to meet their needs
Present research findings at meetings

.0

Within this broad cluster of jobs are more specific jobs where incumbents
tend to specialize in research activities involving a different organizational
mission or program. While they perform some tasks in common, each group
performs a slightly different set of specific tasks. These groups include:
Personnel Research Program Managers, Technology Applications Researchers,
Plans Staff Officers, Senior Academic Staff Officers, Contract Monitors, 'Fest
Development Researchers, AFMPC Attitude Researchers, and Air War College
Evaluators. Each of these jobs will be discussed briefly.

A. Personnel Research Program Mana ers (GPO065). These 14
individuals are assigned to AFMPC, AFHRL, LMDC, AFAMRL, OAR, IMDC,
USAFRS, and USAFSAM as branch chiefs, lab managers, program director, or
chief of a research or analysis division. Grades range from first lieutenant
through lieutenant colonel or GS-11 to GM-13. In addition to the tasks listed
above as commonly performed by all members of the cluster, members of the
Personnel Research Program Managers also perform the following tasks:

Identify specific research problems to be addressed

Develop or test hypotheses
Provide research results or findings to users or

potential users
Provide guidance on resolving technical project
problems

Conduct research plans meetings
Submit proposals for review or evaluation
Listen to subordinates summarize technical problems

6 'C-2



Interact with lateral managers to resolve technical

problems
Set up experimental designs

These tasks tend to characterize the group as managers of research
although it is clear they are also doing some research themselves. As sec-
tion, branch, or program chiefs, many of them are supervisors of other
researchers.

Ii. Technoloqy Applications Officers (GPO072). These five indi-
viduals are first lieutenants through lieutenant colonels assigned to the ATC
Technical Training Center Technology Applications offices or to the AFHRL
Applications and Liaison office. While they perform many of the common
research tasks outlined earlier, their jobs tend to focus on the application of
research results. Typical tasks include:

Act as liaison between technical training, research,
or plans activities

Coordinate applications projects with technical
training activities

Translate technical reports or research products
into recommendations for applications

Sell use of behavioral science research to
potential users

Coordinate applications projects with using
organizations

Track research utilization to final disposition
Review unique solutions to training problems

These tasks clearly distinguish this group as focusing on the applica-
tions of research, primarily in the area of technical training technologies.

C. Plans Staff Officers (GP0042). These 12 individuals include
first. lieutenants through lieutenant colonels and one GM-13 who are assigned
to Plans sections with AFMPC, AFSC, ATC, AFHRL, and USAFOMC. In
addition to the common administrative tasks outlined earlier for the career
field as a whole, members of this group also perform staff duties including
such tasks as:

Serve as focal point between organization or unit
and higher level headquarters

Review status of programs or issues

C -3
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Provide staff assistance on policy issues
Coordinate with lateral agencies on subjects such as poli-

cies, procedures, publications, budget, or facilities
Act as liaison between technical training, research, or

plans functions
Coordinate behavioral science research programs, projects,

or activities with related or interested agencies
Advise commander or management on plans or policy
Prepare memorandums of agreement

These tasks are more typical of plans functions than of researchers, in(]
the focus of the job is on the management of research rather than the day-
to-day conduct of specific research programs.

D. Senior Academic Staff Officers (GP0042). These 1-1 officers
(first lieutenant through colonel) are faculty members assigned with the USA I'
Academy or AFFT. They are "senior staff" in terms of their positions (Ilead,
Department of Organizational Sciences; Head, DFBL, Director of Research,
etc.) although the group does include instructors who also do staff work.
These individuals are primarily Al'S 2675 officers, but some hold the 094(0
code or AFSC 7016 (Executive Officer); 5 of the 12 hold the T-pretix, indli-
cating qualification as an instructor. Teaching tasks performed by all
members of the group include:

Interact with students
Conduct classroom instruction
Prepare lesson plans or design course curricula
Perform one-on-one counseling for academic

problems
Prepare tests
Provide input to higher level personnel regarding

academic or military quality of students

0 In addition to teaching, members of this group perform staff functions
which are typified by the following types of tasks:

Develop budget requirements or budget estimates
Submit proposals for review or evaluation
Identify research requirements

* Advise commander or management on problems or
potential problems

Schedule TDY trips
Determine budget priorities

60
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A third major component of this job is research; most of these indi-
viduals also perform the following types of tasks:

Design special instruments or techniques for research
Analyze research data
Direct statistical analysis of data
Set up experimental designs
Write articles for professional journals
Prepare reports documenting findings or conclusions

In some tasks, the various components of the job interact (such as
review student research proposals; demonstrate use of equipment; etc.). The
combination of tasks performed by members of this job clearly indicates that
many academic positions require more than just classruom instructing. The
Senior Academic Staff Officers have a job of very wide scope which involves
them as Air Force officers, Behavioral Scientists, and Instructors.

1 . Contract Monitors (GP0036). The six members of this group
are a mix of lWAF civilians (GS-1l or 12) and officers (second lieutenant
through major) assigned to AFHRL, AEWAL, or the Flight Dynamics Labora-

*tory, all in Air Force Systems Command. In addition to performing research
tasks common to the cluster, members of this group deal with contract
research more than most other groups. Typical tasks include:

Maintain documents or paperwork relating to contracts
Prepare statements of work (SOW)
Monitor contracts in terms of technical or financial

aspects
Review contract deliverables for acceptability
Coordinate or publish final contractor reports
Interact with procurement or administration personnel
Prepare purchase request (PR) forms
Participate in contractor briefings or reviews

1'. Test Development Researchers (GPOO25). The two members of
this group are assigned to the USAFOMC test development program in support
the Weighted Airman Promotion System (WAPS) and conduct research on the
psychometric properties of WAPS tests and the Promotion Fitness Examination.
(The of these officers is assigned as the Chief of Test Research, while the

* other is ii Test Psychologist who is actively involved in the ongoing research
program. Typical tasks include:
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Conduct research on psychometric characteristics
of SKTs

Develop or test hypotheses
Collect data for research
Direct statistical analysis of data
Set up experimental designs
Arrange for processing of research data
Analyze research data

Other tasks performed by members of this group include SKI develop-
ment tasks, which will be discussed later for the WAPS Test Developer's job
type.

G. AFMPC Attitude Researchers (GP0068). The three members of
this group include one DAF civilian (GS-7) and two captains assigned to
MPCYP. They are responsible for developing, administering, and analyzing
several Air Force-wide surveys, including the Quality of Life survey. Tasks
performed include:

Plan or develop attitudinal surveys

Evaluate survey instruments
Prepare input for Congressional testimony or

special hearings
Serve as consultant on psychometric acceptability

of evaluation instruments

Analyze research data
Prepare reports documenting findings or conclusions

H. Air War College Evaluators (G_o0032). This small group of two
officers includes the Director of Evaluations (0-6) and Assistant )irector of
Evaluations (0-5) at the Air War College (Air University). They hold duty
AFSCs of 0076 and 0940, respectively. Tasks they perform are a mixture ol
research, staff functions, and instructional evaluations.

Develop or plan improvements in program procedures
Write regulations
Supervise civilian personnel

Plan or develop attitudinal surveys
Conduct classroom instruction

Evaluate survey instruments
Direct statistical analysis of data
Advise commander or management on plans and policy
Advise nonscientific users on techniques or

applications to meet their needs
6G Review status of programs or issues

C-6
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These officers are supervisors of one to two individuals and some tasks
they perform (i.e., Supervise civilian personnel; Counsel subordinates...)
(ire very similar to unit supervisors, who are discussed in the following
paragraphs.

H1. FUNCTIONAL UNIT SUPERVISORS (GPOO18). Ten percent of the
tolal sample were identified as responsible for supervising Behavioral Scien-

tists. These 18 supervisors range from first lieutenant to colonel, and also
include one GS-12 civilian section chief. They are assigned to a variety of
units (USAFOMC, 3507th Airman Classification Squadron, ASD, CCAF, HQ
ATC, etc. ) and directly supervise from 2 to 14 individuals. Most hold AFSC
275 but a few are AFSC 0026 or 7516 officers.

Members of this group spent 50 percent of their work time on an average
of 35 tasks, which are a mixture of administrative, supervisory, and general
functions. Tasks which typify the group include:

Prepare or proofread correspondence, such as memos,
letters, or messages

40 Evaluate personnel performance

Coordinate correspondence
Direct administrative activities

Supervise military personnel
Supervise civilian personnel
Resolve problems or conflicts (program or personal)
Review status of programs or issues
Interpret policies for subordinates

The group is further distinguished by the tasks they do not perform;
few of them actually conduct any type of research. Only 5 to 15 percent of
the group are involved with research planning or objectives, collecting or
analyzing data, or preparing reports on research findings. Only 38 percent
are involved in professional meetings or conferences and only about 5 percent
provide guidance on resolving technical project problems. Thus, this group
appears to focus on their supervisory responsibilities and have lttle involve-
ment in the technical work of the Behavioral Scientist specialty.

Ill. INSTRUCTORS-COUNSELORS (GPOO14). The 16 members of this
job type represent about 10 percent of the total sample; they work as mem-

ers of the faculty at various military schools (primarily the USAF Academy,
but also including AFROTC units, the Leadership and Management Develop-
nient Center, and the Equal Opportunity Management Institute). These

officers range in grade from captain to lieutenant colonel, with the majority
being coptains. Most hold the 2675 AFSC but several report a duty AFSC of
9()94, Instructor. The main thrust of their job is classroom instruction;

typical tasks include:

C -7
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Interact with students
Conduct classroom instruction
Prepare lesson plans or design course curricula

Prepare tests

Lead discussions or seminar groups
Score tcsts
Perform additional military duties, such as safety,

disaster preparedness, or unit historian
Perform one-on-one counseling for personal problems
Develop reading lists or course syllabus
Perform one-on-one counseling for academic problems
Arrange for graphics or visual aids

Within this Instructor-Counselor group, there were several job varia-
tions: USAFA Instructors-Counselors; AFROTC Instructors-Counselors;
USAFA Instructors; and Other Instructors. As these names imply, some
incumbents perform primarily as classroom instructors. A separate group it
the USAFA both instructs and serves as counselors. The AFROTC Instruc-
tors included in this group are more similar to the USAFA Instructors-
Counselors than to the pure instructor group. The Other Instructors
subgroup includes several unique, one-of-a-kind faculty position with the
DOD Equal Opportunity Management Institute (EOMI), AFIT, or other aca-
demic units. They group with the USAFA and AFROTC Instructors because
of their shared instructing and counseling tasks.

IV. TASK SCIENTISTS (GPO050). The six individuals in this mixed
group are assigned to various organizations (AFHRL, AFAMRL, AI'MC(,, etc.)
involved in ongoing research programs. They are typically junior oflicers
(lieutenants or captains); most hold the entry-levul AFSC (2671). They hav,
a relatively narrow job; 50 percent of their job time is focused on just 1,
tasks, such as:

Analyze research data
Design special instruments or techniques for research
Develop or test hypotheses
Collect data for research

Prepare reports documenting Iindnrgs ot conclusions
Plan research experiments or research survcys
Read current periodicals and journals relating to

field of endeavor
Arrange for processing of research Lata
Direct statistical analysis of data
Identify research requirements
Identify spectifi research prohlems to) to dhdressed
Set up experimerntil ( e'sigio,
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These jobs are narrowly focused on specific research and analysis activities
and are lacking some of the "normal" involvement with extra military duties
and associated functions. Two-thirds of this Task Scientist group attend
off-duty classes to obtain a master's degree, which is a normal requirement
for upgrading to the fully qualified level of the AFSC 2675 specialty.

V. AFIT STUDENTS (GPO045). The four members of this group are
full-time students in graduate psychology programs under the Air Force
Institute of Technology civilian institutions program. Most hold the entry-
level AFSC (2671). These full-time students were included in the study to
assess their "jobs" in relation to the research being performed by "line"
Behavioral Scientists. They proved to perform many of the same tasks as the
Task Scientists group discussed previously:

Read current periodicals and journals relating to
field of endeavor

Prepare report(s) documenting findings or conclusions
Perform research literature reviews
Analyze research data
Plan research experiments or research surveys
Design special instruments or techniques for research
Develop or test hypotheses
Collect data for research

In addition, they perform some tasks which are uniquely "student" work:

Write thesis or dissertations
Prepare research proposals for class course work
Attend college courses
Participate in seminar or discussion groups

Members of this AFIT Student job group are distinguished by the lack of
supervisory, administrative, and staff functions. Their "jobs" focus narrowly
on specific classroom, research, and analysis activities and they lack any
extra military duties and related functions. They are very similar in this
re spect to the Task Scientists group described earlier; this ismilarity is
further enhanced by the off-duty education being pursued by most of the
'I'sk Scientists group.

VI. OC(CUPATIONA ANALYSTS (GP0022). The 25 members of this
group represent 15 percent of the total sample who specialize in the develop-
ment of JSAF job inventories and the analysis of occupational data collected

(;- 9
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through occupaitional1 surve's. T he ma),jority ot the group jre issiqrw~d I(, he
UISAF Occupational Meas ure menit (:enter ( Alc:, Ra ndolph A!H X1 , ilthi(Ihldtwo Exchange ) tlicer's in Melbour ne , Australia , and O)ttawa , Canari~dai, irc
found in the group. The( major ity are officers (gqrades second licutc 'H ni
through captain) but eight are [)A[ civilian em[ployees (grade -. U
through M-213)( me( is a :MSgJt aIssignied to the L;SA F'( )M(1 %ho i:,;
performing ais an Inventory lOeveloper in a company-grade egquivaleri t ohJ
Most hold the Behavioral Scientist A [SC ( eight at the entry level ), hu t mwIC s
an Education and TIraining oflficer, (Al[SC_ 7524l) and the CMSg I holds, (A :l M
Code 73200. ( Note: '7524 otticers were used from 1977 through 1981 if) t he
occupational analysis program since AFSC 2075 ol ficers were not aii aible
when the program was expanded to include Officer job analysis and Mainogep-
ment Applications functions. The six positions involved "ere trinsi t orred
back to the 2675 field as incumbents rotated aind gualified Behaviorail -4ieri-
tists became available.)

The two I 'xchange officer positions in Canada anid Australia are ass-,igned
to the occupational analysis programs of those nations; both use the Comrpre-
hensive Occupational D~ata Analysis Programs (CO(DAlP) system developed by
the USAF (as do the other US services). Thus, experience in LJSA[ oCu-
pational analysis is a prerequisite for selection for these unique a)vers -ears;
assignments.

The job) performed by members o1 this occupational analysis gr1oupJ is a
relatively specialized one which is narrowly focused on a single mission; 50)
percent of their total work time involves an average of just 22 ta(sls. Fa ask

typically performed include:

Gather or review specialty documents, such as AFR '39-1
specialty descriptions, STSs, or CDCs

Gather or review training course mnaterials, such as
POls, course charts, course standards, etc.

Gather or review previous 'jot) iiventories, or Oc upi-
t i nal Survey Repor ts ( OSR)

Gather or review t echi al (,r-lers , uaI,
regu I ait i oh 5

Prepa re p)re I i in i nairy tas ,k I i st s

D~evelo 10)tackground iii termat ion i tenis to r o(h
inven tor i es

Coo rdi nate with ii tsonnie I at hases, to Ie V vi (1c~
t o a rranlge vi sit

Interview sill)ject -matter speclilists to tevoliil
inventory task listsS

Ed i rIt da )i hond (op is at j oh iivcnti is-

Prepa rt' i'iiAP comnpter rt'1 uvqs
AriatIvie ( lus t er mnerger diagrams tLo lit (in ui ,hi

St rii(t(iiiv it Air F,,r( 0 SO jl v
An.i I v/' -iipliatireil I;jtti rising CI)API - dtrniim.i- V,k

'vl l ii m iiiiiss ininy A\ir Fiit(f I w ~ii ttv

C-10



Write na rrit i e Wccupat i ona 1 Survey Reports (OSR)
Develop or )repare tormal briefings
Pre-sent )r i el i ngs

Within this Occupational Analyst group, there were three job variations
which parallel the organizational structure of the USAFOMC occupational
analysis program. One subgroup specializes in Inventory Development, one
spends most of their" time analyzing enlisted occupational survey data and
writing OSRs, and a third subgroup (in the Officer and Management Appli-
cations Section) who perform both inventory development and analysis
functions. Interestingly, the USAF captain on exchange duty with the Royal
Australian Air Force (in Melbourne) and the USAF-Canadian Exchange Officer
(Nalional l)etence FQ, Ottawa) both appeared in the occupational analyst
gIroup even though the captain in Australia had never been assigned to the
UISAI occupational analysis program and the Canadian exchange officer was
newly assigned. Thus, the jobs are very similar in content even though
located half way around the world.

VI. IIJMAN FACTORS ENGINEERING RESEARCHERS (GPOO09). The
nine individuals- identified in thisgr-oup- represent 7 percent of the total
Sample who are very specialized in the area of Human Factors. They range
in qjrad(e from second lieutenant through major, are all assigned to units
within Air Force Systems Command (Aeronautical Systems Division/ENECH,
tliqht lest Center at Edwards, Electronic Systems Division at Hanscomb, and
the biallistic Missile Otfice in Los Angeles), and almost all hold the Behavioral
Scientist A'S( (one is 2611, Staff Scientist). Six of the nine hold the
entry-level qualification (2671) reflecting a very junior experience level.
Some (live their job title as "Human Factors Engineer" where others refer to
the( ,Ives as "tuman [actors Psychologists."

t'he Human Factors Engineering Researchers formed a very discrete job
(trout) with very little overlap with other groups (although their supervisors
and s;taff personnel were identified in the Research Program Scientist
cluster ). Their core tasks reflect a concentration on developmental research
(.forts (6.3 and 6.4 research) not shared by any other group. Tasks typical
of thebi; group include:

Advise on fluma n Factors design consideration.s
Aiply ttE irt carly systems planning, studies, or analysis

tor ergineering development (6.4)
1Pirti cipate in development conferences, such as critical

lfs ign rtvi(rws or mockup ievi ews
An.rlvze ,lesrgns for manpower, training, or personnel

mpl i t iins in engineering development (6.4)
(Irnsult with .;\-stem Program Otice (SPO) personnel

or iinimni [".r tors problems
Coniduct IF'E consul tation or studies for SPOs
At'ltv ly IFE to (tvair c, devel lopment (6.3) p)i-,)ttype

f(-s i Y11
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Coordinate HFE activities with other USAF agencies
Evaluate or write comments on Human Factors tests
Evaluate proposals, forms, or suggested approaches

submitted by other agencies or individuals

Prepare trip reports

VIII. WEIGHTED AIRMAN PROMOTION SYSTEM (WA PS) 'TLST
DEVELOPMENT PSYCHOLOGISTS (GPOO16). The 20 individuals in the WAIPS
Test Development Psychologist group represent 12 percent of the sample. All
are assigned to the USAF Occupational Measurement Center's test development
program; most are AFSC 267X officers (second and first lieutenants), with
the remainder being DAF civilian employees (GS-180-9 through 12). Half of
the officer group hold the entry-level AFSC (2671); the remainder are at the
fully-qualified level (AFSC 2675). Three job variations exist within the
group; Test Psychologists, Review Psychologists, and Senior Review
Psychologists, representing three levels of production and quality control ot
the enlisted promotion tests. (WAPS Test Development Researchers and Test
Development Supervisors were identified in the large initial cluster of
Research Program Scientists.)

WAPS Test Development Psychologists appear to have very distinct jobs,
with little overlap with the remainder of the career field. Like the Occupa-
tional Analysts and Human Factors Engineering Researchers, the WAPS Test
Development Psychologists focus on a relatively small number of very spe-
cialized tasks. Fifty percent of the group's job time involves just 15 tasks;
typical WAPS Test Developer's tasks include:

Participate in predevelopment or postdevelopment

conferences

Brief incoming or outgoing subject-matter specialists
(SMS)

Construct test outlines for Specialty Knowledge Test
(SKT) development

Direct USAF specialty knowledge test (SKT) activities

Process item record cards
Paginate SKTs
Conduct or participate in master reviews of SKI's
Coordinate editorial changes with Senior Review

Psychologists
Prepare request for supplemental references for SKT teams
Prepare test reference documentation and study reference

l ists
Proofread camera ready copies of SKTs
Prepare' test materials for turn-in at entd of projects
Prepari and coordinate C)C:/SKT/STS compat ib li ty

urit i ( its

Review tet I i I",st ru( t [m do(U ineTitat i II
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:OMPARISONS OF JOBS AND ATTITUDES

In addition to examining the various Behavioral Scientist jobs on the
basis ot tasks performed, we need to also examine the groups in terms of the
background characteristics of the people and requirements of the positions.
Some ot these chracteristics are displayed in Table C-2, which highlights the
conposition of each group and their major command of assignment. Note that
the largest group, Research Program Scientists, is distributed across grades
dind across commands; a more detailed look at this group is given in Table
(:-3, which summarizes data for the job types within the Research Program
S cientist cluster.

In reviewing these tables, it is clear that the entry-level (captain)
positions in the behavioral science area are primarily the WAPS Test Devel-
opers, ()ccupational Analysts, Human Factors Engineering, Task Scientists,
AFIT Students, or Personnel Research Programs. These types of jobs are
centered in Air Training Command and Air Force Systems Command, sometimes
in a single unit (as with WAPS Test Development in the USAF Occupational
Mesurement of ATC). Slightly more senior jobs (experienced) are the Aca-
demic Instructors and Counselors, Plans Officers, and Staff positions; these
jobs are distributed across commands although some, such as Instructors and
(Counselors are primarily in USAFA and ATC (which in 1981 included Air
University and AFIT). The most senior positions involve Personnel Research
P rot;.ram Management, Senior Academic Staff, and Evaluations positions, as
well as Functional Unit Supervisors; these positions are widely distributed
across major commands and organizations. Those supervising are grouped
together primarily in the Functional Unit Supervisors job type: 94 percent of
this group indicate they supervise one or more individuals. Their tasks were
described earlier and clearly focus on the supervisory responsibilities.

'the positions requiring a Ph.D. authorization are identified by major job
group in the last line of Tables C-2 and C-3. Note that the jobs currently
designated as doctoral-level positions are located in the major cluster
(Research Program Scientist cluster) and the Functional Supervisors. Table
(-3 breaks out. the Research Program Scientists into job types and the last
line of the table reflects that the doctoral positions include about one-third of
the Personnel Research Program Mangers, two-thirds of the Senior Acadmic
Stff Officers, one-third of the Contract Monitors, and all of the Air War
(:ollege [valuators (N=2). Thus, the doctoral positions for the behavioral
science area are primarily for supervisors, who need to provide technical
guidance; senior academic personnel, who require the advanced degrees for,
academic accreditalion and technical guidance to junior faculty; for Contract
Monitors, for technical evaluation of research proposals and performance; and
tor A[, [~valuators, for validation of PME curricula. Individuals in the basic
entry-level" jobs (luman Factors, Task Scientists, WAPS Test Developers,

and ()ccupational Analysts) do not require doctoral level education in their
presont positions.
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Iri te rms ot iniuin ents att it Lde0 tow,1rds Ih ir - job , m1; I d 1\, t,,l:

indicated they find their lot inLeresling or very ,'it'restin (',l Iahli, a-ble
The AFI' Students ar'e A highly interested arid m t Vated. ()nl ' I %( ](h
groups (Human [actor's ngineering Psychologists and , ,\ le st lepvel r1,
had any significant prnportion indicating their job ,,s ''dlll" 11 ield
percent, respectively ). these are entry-level positions imrioe' 1m imvAly W
second and firs! lieutennts who perform many routine tasks.

A somewhat ditlerent pattern is sen when job inculntpnl-' aitlt iii',
about how well their job utilizes their talents (see Table ( -I). lheI l r ufi l
of response categories is ncomewhat difterent because ot the diftferenti wordin,t
(the middle cateqorus ara related in this item; V f, airly M e], 1. W,. , ind ',.
Very Well, and are ollapsed intc. a middle range response) :, it !h(.
Research Program Acientists and Academic Instructors telt their IleIts ' i,.rk

used "Excellently" or "Pertectly"; ost other groups responded in the mid le
range. The most negative responding groups were the WAPS I .t evl-
opers, with 5(0 percent teeling their talents were not used and I tie l,;;k
Scientists (33 percent). A review at the tasks performed by member'; ot The
WAPS Test Developers group (such as "Paginate SKITs", "Pirontr ,id came t, -
ready copies of SKTs", "Prepare test re fer' nce do('umentation and si u j';
reference lists', etc. ) suggests the test development 1oh has little invov lMvrt
in research and dev lopment, lest development requires a knnwletbP' Wt
psychometrics, which is a rather specialized area of psychology, but ol,-

ously many of the job incumbents ()0 percent) feel that the lest de4.velopmenl
job does not use their particuIr background or talents . In the ofc i s I',.:
Scientists, two out of six feel their job does not use their lalenis. I hi- inoy
be a function of the relative narrow scope of their job which focuses on dil,
collection and analysis or their preoccupation with upgrading through (Of- duly
education programs.

A similar pattern is seen with the question ot job incumbent:, sltet joii

with their job accomplishment; 45 percent at the WAPS l ,st a. elopm,.i
Psychologists are "dissatisfied" where the vast majority (i meimbr-: (it iI

other job groups are very satisifed (see Table (-h). his hnidinq r m.!riltr,,'''
the picture emerging from eariier questions that nw,il(, may he' tn [, ' r m wi
the very junior ot rers per'forming this so(meT'f\%h at rut in, (alt h,,ur : ,,b
important) job.

One additional altitudinal ijuestion wa,; c-',Ike t ill jo , ric'u Itr rl 1,.'

satisfied are you with the organizational climate o your Lnra"" ihe ' , in
experimental question (one which is iot routinely asked in , ll 'Wv'.:,, oral,
at assessing organizational altitudes iwhich the r'e'e,ir(h litiritur' i nih '. :
important to productivity). lh, re ;u, ts w,,ere rather t;artlJng \,ill
job attitudes were very good in erlier ,lUestion', sihable pref'
many of the job groups indicated di,:,atlist, tioo ',.\th lie orgn0'i',.i ,li ,
ot their unit (see 'A (-7). e)vir hall Qt the I uritonal I'rut . rl' l q.

and WAPS lest l)ev el p ment 14yuh i(o ists riiic,iteii (i,';sati.;t 14li i %)I tI) ,

organizational c'imit(, ot th ir r'ot ; ltot ' l1 Ilir,! , , r.. , ,
typically 2) toi) pe rcent, with i(' ei hji li,' it I ;, r i k' v. i I ,
Al' I Students. ' hese r ,',ilt: > iiqije t th.t ',ft I l ',l .; I,, '
happy with their "a rk, thy .r, nt ,fiq ,.'. "I nl .!1'' ,r( i i,..llr, 1 f S
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Ibjit i t I( l oma I ',nI.attor)lI climate guestions were includeid in Ite study to
iht'lriIini the, SO t.Jtii ot the dissatisfaction; thus, we do not know it it is
ItPIr sUjPr.'iS0l', higher management, command, or working conditions which
tHy it ' unhappy with. No specific write-in comments addressed this issue
(,i i!; nurmaily the case in enlisted studies where large percentages arel!h:;,t istied ).

ninlly, 'l',ble (-8 summarizes the career plans of job incumbents in the
VirloL); jot gLoups identilied in this analysis. These data present a very
Aoli(igions picture--grocups vary from only 12 to 50 percent saying they plan
to stay in the Behavioi Scientist career field. fifty percent of the WAPS
I'P:;t I)ivelopment Psychologists will cross train or are undecided about their
ftuore; t his is not particularly surprising given their current job attitudes
anid t Ihi tact that most are new to the Air Forc:e (lieutenants). Many ot the
ot hier jo) groups have a similar pattern with between 19 and 44 percent being
untecided or planning to cross train out of the specialty. Yet, only very
small percentages plan (Wt this time) to separate from the service before
re ir ent (() percent of the Instructors to 12 percent of the Occupational
A ni lys t ;). 'hese data suggest that many individuals just do not know what
they want to do in the future and only a few have made a committment to
iheinselves to leave the service. This lack of consistent trend may also
Pxplain why there was a substantial "no response" or "other" response to this
qeisIion for, some job groups,

SUMMARY COMMF.NTS

Ih, i'ature of Air For'ce Behaviorl Scientists which emerge from this
l'I+i Ianilysis of their jobs is one ot a v(ry diverse specialty, where only
qP'ealitIl idministrative tasks (things any military member or civilian employee
,.,oild do) Pre per'lormed inl common. 'the jobs range irom fairly routinized
(livlopmxnt of WAPS tests, where a set procedure involving many essentially
eleric l tas;ks is required ) to highly technical research positions (Human
I acti s I ngineiring Psychologists, Technical (Cont r'act Monitors, Senior
Acd'Juc Stat I t'irsonnel who teach, do counseling, (d also do psychological
ri, , h ). 'Ihese vrious. lobs tend to be very specialized and differ
ma .tly in tirms ot both their objectives and regqui red backgrounds.

'I, , SO. ' p roblelm areas in terms ot job) content ind job attitudes.
Ilhi , ste st I)'evelopmoot Psychologjist job stands out as one where only a
t ,, ''", slomialiimd psychometric tasks itre performed along with some
cP rwral rla k-; ks whit h ,re( administrative tasks (priot re icing, turn in files,
I() a ni it te.trences , 'Pt .:. hi' asso(iated negativu Jot ,ttitd ' ot members

(' thiW t; r (I I r iI('jr '' t , prolmt'fl ' iei r'i(' lr'iMt allO'te ticot, Another problem
ir , I ; I Ihi S ,ii ()I I (ldni/it m ahl ('lirnit(, w.h(rPi in \'. i)t the B ,ehaviorail

nh t in alolcst all 1)[ ) (r'om j)c '1 , IIress dissat stacl ion. 'The sources ot
tc''t' O(l, l'iP ittillll ' (,! ,,r thctm "rtlini/tdri>, ;iii+ to h'e identitied so

1 1- ! ,
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FIGURE C-1

1981 BEHAVIORAL SCIENTIST JOBS

WAPS TESTOTHER PSYCHOLOGISTS

L 12

j HUMAN FACTORS

RESEARCH PROGRAMS 
PS COS

OFFICERS - 35'

0J

CCUPATIONAL< j/ .. , ' ANALYSTS - 15'

TASK SCIENTISTS -6

STUDENTS - 4'
FUNCTIONAL UNIT INSTRUCTORS 10'
SUPERVISORS - 1O '
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TABLE C-1

PHASE I - 1981: TASKS PERFORMED BY AT LEAST
60 PERCENT OF ALL BEHAVIORAL SCIENTISTS

PERCENT
TASKS PERFORMING

PREPARE (JR PROOFREAD CORRESPONDENCE, SUCH AS MEMOS,
LETTERS, OR MESSAGES 78

READ AIR FORCE (OR SEMI-OFFICIAL) RECURRING PUBLI-
CATIONS (AU REVIEW, ETC.) 77

ANSWER TELEPHONE INQUIRIES 77

ATTEND STAFF MEETINGS 76

COORDINATE CORRESPONDENCE 75

RLAD CURRENT PERIODICALS AND JOURNALS RELATING TO
FIELD ... 72

PRESENT BRIEFINGS 72

IJEVELOP OR PREPARE BRIEFINGS 64

RESOLVE PROBLEMS OR CONFLICTS (PROGRAM OR PERSONAL) 63

C-17
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TABLE C-4

JOB INTEREST OF USAF BEHAVIORAL SCIENTISTS

(PERCENT RESPONDING)

"MY JOB IS...

(1-3) (4) (5-7)
DULL SO-SO INTERESTING

RESEARCH PROGRAM (N=57) 7 2 91

FUNCTIONAL UNIT SUPERVISORS (N=17) 0 6 94

ACADEMIC INSTRUCTORS & COUNSELORS (N=16) 6 6 88

RESEARCH TASK SCIENTISTS (N=6) 0 17 8i

STUDENTS (N=4) 0 0 100

HUMAN FACTORS ENGINEERING PSYCHOLOGISTS
(N=9) 22 0 78

OCCUPATIONAL ANALYSTS (N=25) 4 0 90

WAPS TEST DEVELOPERS (N=20) 35 15 50

TABLE C-5

PERCEIVED USE OF TALENTS
(PERCENT RESPONDING)

"MY TALENTS ARE USED..."

(1-2) (3-5) (6-7)
NOT AT ALL OR FAIRLY - EXCELLENT
VERY LITTLE VERY WELL OR PERFECT

RESEARCH PROGRAM SCIENTISTS 7 46 47

FUNCTIONAL UNIT SUPERVISORS 6 88 6

ACADEMIC INSTRUCTORS & COUNSELORS 6 44 A)

RESEARCH TASK SCIENTISTS 33 51 17

STUDENTS 0 25 15

HUMAN FACTORS ENGINEERING PSYCHOLOGISTS 11 18 II

OCCUPATIONAL ANALYSTS 8 76 l0

WAPS TEST DEVELOPERS 50 50 
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TABLE C-6

SENSE OF ACCOMPLISHMENT FROM THE JOB

(PERCENT RESPONDING)

"HOW SATISFIED
WITH JOB ACCOMPLISHMENTS..."

(1-3) (4) (5-7)
DISSATISFIED NEUTRAL SATISFIED

RESEARCH PROGRAM SCIENTISTS 11 2 87

FUNCTIONAL UNIT SUPERVISORS

ACADEMIC INSTRUCTORS & COUNSELORS 19 0 81

RESEARCH TASK SCIENTISTS 0 0 100

STUDENTS 0 0 100

HFE PSYCHOLOGISTS i1 0 89

OCCUPATIONAL ANALYSTS 4 8 88

WAPS TEST DEVELOPERS 45 5 50

TABLE C-7

SATISFACTION WITH THE ORGANIZATIONAL CLIMATE OF UNIT
(PERCENT RESPONDING)

"HOW SATISFIED ARE YOU..."

(1-3) (4) (5-7)
DISSATISFIED NEUTRAL SATISFIED

RESEARCH PROGRAM SCIENTISTS 23 0 67

FUNCTIONAL UNIT SUPERVISORS 58 6 36

ACAI)EMIC INSTRUCTORS & COUNSELORS 38 0 62

RESEARCH TASK SCIENTISTS 17 17 66

STUDENTS 0 0 100

HFE PSYCHOLOGISTS 22 0 67

(CCUIPAT IONAL ANALYSTS 32 12 56

WAPS TEST DEVELOPERS 65 10 25
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PSYcHR)LOGISTS IN THE OTHER SERVICES

In the tUSAI', most psychologists are categorized as Behavioral Scientists
,/ with some being Scientific Managers (2616) or Systems Acquisition

411 er.4 (2721 or 2716). Clinical Psychologists, as health care providers, are
cl,,>;itted in the Biomedical Specialties area (AFSC 9186) and generally have
little inter, tion with "line" Behavioral Scientists.

In the other military services or DOD civilian employment, psychologists
,ire (liven somewhat different occupational classifications (see Figure D1).
''his lig{ure is taken from the DOD Occupational Conversion Manual (DOD
1113.I-Mi, )ASD/MRA&L, December 1982) which is the official cross-reference
tor military occupational specialties. Note that military psychologists are
'lissitied as Occupational Group 5E in the DOD Occupational Conversion

Manual. This category is also included in the APR 36-1 specialty description
t(r A'SC 2675 (see paragraph 4b of the description in Appendix A).

1.S. ARMY

In the U.S. Army, psychologists are classified in both the 42 and 68
series. The 42D Psychological Evaluation Officer is part of an occupational
series which also includes 42A Administrative & Personnel Systems Managers
and 42B Postal & Courier Service officers. Other Army psychologists are
part of the 68 series (A-U), which includes biomedical specialties ranging
from Microbiologists (68A) to Social Workers (68R). The psychologists
include: 68S Psychologist, 68T Health Services Research Psychologist, and
681J Behavioral Science Associate, Thus, in the U.S. Army, most psycholo-
gists are grouped generically within the biomedical area, except for
Psychological Evaluation Officers who are an administrative occupation. Army
psychologists are assigned primarily to medical and medical research organiza-
tions such as those shown in Figure D2. While the majority of these
organizations are medical agencies, some involve other types of psychological
research or teaching and counseling (i.e. , West Point).

J.S. NAVY

In the U.S. Navy, psychologists are categorized in either the 085X or
the 225X series. The 2250 officers are titled Behavioral Scientist. Other
specialties in the 22XX series include Psychological Operations Officer (2245)
and Language Officer (2240). Interestingly, the Psychological Operations
Officers of the U.S. Navy are not cross-referenced in the DOD Occupational
C;onversion Manual as Psychologists (SE) but rather as Intelhgence Officers
(3A). The 0851 Clinical Psychologists, 0852 Aerospace Experimental
Psychologists, and 0854, Research Psychologists generally are categorized in
the biomedical area (0849 is Aerospace Physiologist and 0860 is Entomologist).
M,ajor Navy organizations using USN psychologists are shown in Figure D3.

Njvy psychologists work in a variety of areas ranging from psycho-
physiological research to development and analysis of training programs.
I'sycholo('ists at the U.S. Naval Academy, Annapolis, teach psychology
(ourse:; at the I)epartment. of Leadership and Law and provide academic and

I)- 1
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personal counseling to midshipmen. Psychologists with the Navy Personnel
and Research and Development Center are involved in training r'esearch,
human resources research, human factors and organizational systems
research, and the development of new technologies. Thus, Navy psycholo-
gists span the full range from teaching to normal personnel research to
advanced systems and aerospace technology development.

OFFICE OF PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT (OPM)

DOD civilian employees who are psychologists are classed as GS-]80,
Personnel Research Psychologists. Specializations within this civilian series
include the full range of possible psychology areas. Other GS employees
involved in psychology-related work include GS-222, Occupational Analysts
(see earlier analysis of behavioral science jobs for a description of this tunc-
tion). In the DOD Occupational Conversion Manual, the GS-222 Occupational
Analysts are grouped with Personnel Management and Personnel Administration
jobs. For example, GS-221 involves Position Classifiers and GS-223 are Wage
and Salary Administrators.

Summary

With the descriptive information provided above, it appears that there is
no consistent policy within the DOD and the Office of Personnel Management
on the classification and utilization of psychologists. In some services, mili-
tary and civilian psychologists are categorized primarily under the biomedical
areas, while other agencies, such as OPM, use one generic clissification lor
most psychologists--GS-180 (with the exception of Occupational Analysts,
GS-222 noted above). The USAF categorizes psychologists as either Clinical
(AFSC 9186) or Behavioral Scientists (2675), which generally mirrors the two
major clusters of psychologists in the American Psychological Association
(clinical-practioners versus scientists-academicians). Within the Behavioral
Scientist specialty and in other related officer specialties (Scientific
Managers - 2616 and Systems Acquisition Officers and Staff - 2724 and 2716),
the utilization of psychologists varies by the mission of the organization (Air
Training Command versus research in Air Force Systems Command or educa-
tion in the USAF Academy and Air University). Thus, while the jobs of
Behavioral Scientists in the Air Force are very diverse, the present I.SAI
classification structure appears as realistic as those in the other seervices
(and perhaps more so since in the USAF only clinicians are grouped in the
medical area).

It is interesting to note that Scientific Managers (2616) in the Air Ior ce
are coded Occupational Group 5A in the DOD Occupational Conversion Manual,
as are the other 26XX fields (Physicist - 2635, Chemical Research (fficer -

2645, etc.). Only the Behavioral Scientists in the 26XX series are coded
differently (as 5E with the USAF Clinical Psychologists and the variouws
psychologists in the other services). This slight anomoly in the occupationad
classification system may be another bit of evidence which suggests the need
for a different classification structure for Air Force Behavioral Scientists (hle
separate 2671, 2674, 2676 career ladder which was suggested earlier).
Indeed, this lack of a clear and separate career progression ltr Bieh.aviorl
Scientists may be one of the underlying causes of the lack of a behtvior,il
science proponent (or single-point functional manager') discussed e,rlier
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FIGURE Dl

DOD CLASSIFICATIONS FOR PSYCHOLOGISTS*

5E PSYCHOLOGISTS

ARMY COMMISSIONED

42D Psychological Evaluation
68S Psychologist
68T Health Services Research Psychologist
68U Behavioral Science Associate

NAVY

0851 Clinical Pscyhologist
0852 Aerospace Experimental Psychologist
0854 Research Psychologist
2250 Behavioral Scientist

AIR FORCE

2675 Behavioral Scientist
9186 Clinical Psychologist

GENERAL SCHEDULE

0180 Psychology

* Taken from the DOD Occupational Conversion Manual, DOD 1313.1-M,
OASD/MRA&L, 1982
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FIGURE D2

MAJOR U.S. ARMIY ORGANIZATIONS USING PSYCHOLOGISTS-,*

Academy of Health Sciences
Ft. Sam Houston, Texas

Army Aeromedical Research Laboratory
Ft. Rucker, Alabama

Army Disciplinary Barracks
Ft. Leavenworth, Kansas

Army Human Engineering Laboratory
Aberdeen Proving Ground, Maryland

Army Medical Department Psychology, Surgeon General,
The Pentagon

Army Medical Research and Development Command
Ft. Detrick, Maryland

* Army Medical Research Institute of Chemical Defense
Aberdeen Proving Ground, Maryland

Army Organizational Effectiveness Center and School
Ft. Ord, California

Army Research Institute for the Behavioral & Social Sciences
Alexandria, Virginia

Army Research Institute of Environmental Medicine
Natick, Maine

Army Soldier Support Center, Soldier Development Center
Ft. Benjamin Harrison, Indiana

Letterman Army Institute of Research
San Francisco, California

U.S. Army Military Academy, Department of Behavioral Scienes
and Leadership, West Point

*Walter Reed Army Institute of Research
Washington, DC

Information from Military Pychology, APA ivisioni 19, 1981
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FIGURE D3

MAJOR [.S. NAVY ORGANIZATIONS USING PSYCHOLOGISTS*

Medical Service Corps
Bureau of Medicine and Surgery
Washington, DC

Naval Aerospace Medical Research Laboratory
NAS Pensacola, Florida

Naval Air Development Center
Warminster, Pennsylvania

Naval Air Systems Command
Washington, DC

Naval Biodynamics Laboratory
New Orleans, Louisiana

Naval Health Research Center
San Diego, California

Naval Medical Research Institute
Bethesda, Maryland

Naval Postgraduate School
Monterey, California

Naval Submarine Medical Research Laboratory
NSB New London
Groton, Connecticut

Navy Medical Command
Washington, DC

Navy Personnel Research and Development Center
San Diego, California

Navy Training Equipment Center
Orlanido , Florida

Off ice of Naval Research
* Arlington, Virginia

Training Analysis and Evaluation Group
NTC Orlando, Florida

U.S. Naval Academy
Annapolis, Maryland

Information from Military Psychology, APA Division 19, 1983

D-5



MIILI.TARY BtLHAVIORAL. SCIENTISI'S ()i ALLID D NA'l'I()N S

Because of exchange officer programs and other interactions, such )s
the Military Testing Association and APA, the psychological research aind
applications programs of the military services of our allies are very visible to
some USAF' Behavioral Scientists. Short summaries of the programs of some
of our allies are given below.

CANADA. The military forces of Canada are combined under a single National
Defence Headquarters (NDHQ) in Ottawa. Within the NDHQ are two agencies
involved with research, personnel, and training programs equivalent to the
USAF' programs with 2675 officers; these are the Personnel Selection fir',nch
(DPSRSC) and the occupational analysis function (DMOS3).

DPSRSC utilizes a force of about 93 Social and Behavioral Scientists s-
Personnel Selection Officers (PSO) to form a network responsible for, hoth
personnel research and application, as well as personnel counseling and the
teaching of behavioral science. Collectively, these PSOs make up tht
Personnel Section (Behavioral Science) Branch of the Canadian f'orces. A
PSO is assigned to every CF base and is responsible for the following pro-

*e grams:

a. The Life Skills Education Program (LSEP)
b. The Life Quality Improvement Program (LQIP)
c. Second Career Assistance Network (SCAN)

d. Special training programs (e.g., the Youth Training
Employment Program (YTEP))

e. Second language training

f. Educational upgrading and academic planning
g. Professional socialization and motivation of

officer groups
h. Input on middle and senior management training, and
i. Training of supervisory personnel in counseling

techniques

The PSO also serves as a Behavioral Science Advisor to the local commander.
Typically, the local base PSO will be a captain with at. least . bachelor.
degree in one of the social sciences (sociology, psychology, etc.), and must
have completed at least one tour in another military occupation betore heing
selected as a PSO. After a 1-year internship under an experienced l',Y(), Ihe
new officer will attend a 4-week PSO course before being given an independ-
ent assignment. Base PSOs can call on the entire PSO network or jdvice
with any problem and often get guidance and direction from their major (rnl-
mand PSO (typically a major) or a Recruiting Zone Advisor (typically I s-enlr
captain or major).

Allernate assignments for" more experienced I)5( s includ e te(hing'1 or, (
of the military schools or as a research officer wilh the :,n,ali,'n IorucF
Personnel Applied Research Unit (CFPARUt) in Willowdale, ()ntlrio , north I

:_; _ : . . .. ...S. . .:. . . . . . . -_ :. . ., .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . , , . . . . . . .



Toronto. CFPARU has responsibility for a variety of research programs;
current projects include:

a. Personnel evaluation or performance measurement
b. Leadership training
c. Condition of service issues
d. Attrition and retention
e. Social trends and socio-demographic analysis
f. Computerized counseling techniques and evaluation

of counseling methods
g. Attitudes and values and their affect on military

organizations and personal satisfaction
h. Service retirement or second career experiences, and
i. Evaluation of sociological and psychological effects

of introducing women into previously all male
environments

About 10 percent of the PSOs are assigned to civilian universities where they
are pursuing advanced degrees in psychology or sociology (some at US uni-
versities such as the University of Minnesota and the University of Maryland).
Those earning doctoral degrees normally are assigned to CFPARU or as
instructors in one of the military schools.

Finally, PSOs may also be on special assignment, such as the DPSRSC
staff at NDHQ or as an exchange officer (currently with the USAFOMC,
Randolph AFB TX). The head of the PSO branch is normally a lieutenant
colonel (currently Lt Col Franck C. Pinch) who is assigned to NDHQ/DPSRSC.
This officer functions as the functional manager of all CF Behavioral
Scientists.

The PSOs of the CF have their own PSO professional association which
meets in annual convention and for a dinner. The association publishes a
PSO newsletter (see Figure D4) which keeps everyone informed of each
other's activities, and serves to alert them to changes in their field. The
association is one instrument to build espirit de corps which is an important
part of their interactive network. The PSOs are also encouraged to partici-
pate in professional meetings and conferences, such as the Military Testing
Association and the American Psychological Association. They also frequently
present papers at the Psychology in the DOD Symposiums at the USAF
Academy, and the International Occupational Analysts Workshop at the USAF
Occupational Measurement Center.

NDHIQ/DPSRSC is currently negotiating an additional exchange position
with the USAF in terms of a USAF officer possibly being assigned to the
CI'PARU and a CF officer to the AFMPC/MPCYPT. This possible new
exchange program would expand out-of-country assignment potential for USAF
Behavioral Scientists (which are currently limited to those with experience in
occupational analysis and CODAP).
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The present USAF exchange is with the NDHQ occupational analysis
program (I)MOS3), which is responsible for analyzing data and drafting trade
:;ecifiiations for all military occupations. Currently, the USAF exchange
officer (cjptain) is assigned as a team leader, with senior NC(Os and warrant
officer subject-matter experts for the occupation under study; each team
builds their own inventory, adminsters it TDY to major CF' bases, analyzes
th(e data, and drafts a report with recommendations for changes in the man-
power, personnel, and training system. Currently, one PSO is also assigned
as an Occupational Analyst with DMOS3. Additional PSOs may be assigned
this type of duty in the future to enhance the interface between the CF
behavioral science community and the application of survey technology and
,nalysis within the Directorate of Military Occupations.

The role of Behavioral Scientists in the Canadian Forces has recently
undergone a major reexamination in a special NDHQ study. This study
resulted in the rewriting of the trade standard for the specialty and may
result in some expansion of PSO functions over the next few years.

lSRAl:1, DEFENCE FORCES (IDF). Psychologists in the IDF form the Depart-
ment of Behavioral Sciences (MAMDA). The Chief Psychologist (and
commander of MAMDA) now reports directly to the Adjutant General of the
11)1'. The department includes psychologists and other social scientists
(sociologists, etc.) and is responsible for the following programs:

a. Provide professional behavioral science advice on
personnel matters to the Manpower Branch of the IDF

b. Conduct attitude surveys
c. Conduct a broad range of behavioral science research

projects
d. Selection of officers and personnel for special training

and employment (assignments)

e. Establishment of policies for providing psychological
services to field units

1. Professional development, technical supervision, and
career management of all Behavioral Scientists in
the IDF

g. Providing services to any unit not having their own
psychologist

The MAMI)A is organized as a part of the IDF headquarters but also has
res;ponsibility for technical supervision and management of field psychologists
asISigne(l to individual units (see attached organization chart, Figure D5).
'I he livld psychologists are responsible for the following areas:

,. (>omld-ting tield sociometric surveys
1). Early identification of leadership and officer potential
U. (:ondict teim-t)uilding seminars and workshops (sergeant

to (aptain level)
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d. Selection of teams for combat units
e. Conduct surveys for MAMIDA
f. Conducting interviews (and surveys) for feedback to

commanders of:

(1) motivation and morale

(2) perceived adequacy of training and equipment
(3) confidence in Leadership
(4) perceived operational readiness of a unit

g. Providing other behavioral sciences servites (such
as advisor to the commanders)

During military operations, field psychologists operate with their units
and provide psychological screening and individual counseling for members of
the unit. This type of front-line psychological services quickly restores
many of the combat-stress casualties to their units and reinforces the unit
cohesion of the division-brigade structure. By dealing with individuals they
know during and garrison operations, the field psychologist has a greater
probability of having a beneficial impact on those experiencing psychological
difficulties under operational conditions.

MAMDA has two research sections, each headed by a Ph. D. lieutenant
colonel Behavioral Scientist. Research programs include: performiance eval-
uation, surveys to evaluate organizational climate, individual motivation, and
morale, as well as special interest items for the IDF staff (retention, basic
training evaluation, etc.). MAMDA research also focuses on long-term selec-
tion research for both officers and enlisted populations, including a psycho-
logical assessment battery involving tests of intellectual ability, personality,
and biographical data. They are also researching assignment procedures and
policies and selection for training programs.

The IDF also contracts for behavioral science research with universities
and other institutions. Several of these researchers have briefed their
results at international conventions (e.g., Dr. Dove Eden, Selection of Tank
Crews in the IDY, APA Convention, Los Angeles, 1983). In addilion, the
MAMDA has recently become a member of the executive committee of the
Military Testing Association.

Other allied military forces have had extensive contact with the 11)f in
the last 3 years. There was an exchange of visits between the (Canadian I'S()
Branch and MAMDA chiefs in 1981 and 1982. Sweden commissioned tlhe pre-
vious MAMDA commander to help the Swedish Army develop behavioral science
cadre modelled after MAMDA. The Australian Army interacted with MAMI)A to)

obtain information to develop a stronger field psychology role for the AuIs-
tralian Army's Psychology Corps. In return, senior, ID) commanders have
visited behavioral research applications units in each of these countrtes ,nd
in the United States.
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AUSTRALIAN ARMED FORCES. Each of the three Australian armed torces;
operates fairly autonomously, and each has its own procedures and orqaniza-
tions for conducting psychological services and research. lAch of the
services also has a separate occupational analysis program, with the 1koyfl
Australian Air Force program being located in Melbourne, and those ol the
other services operating in the national capital, (:anberra.

The Royal Australian Army has a separate Psychology Cor[p; which is;
responsible for testing recruits and making selection decisions, ehivior<il
science research, and field operations (similar, to that of the Ist,jel I)elence
Forces). They also operate a second career or "resettlement" pro(ram for-
those military members leaving the service (similar to but not it totmal or
extensive as the Canadian Forces Second Career Assistance Network). [he
RAA has a continuing program of interaction with allied military services
which in 1983 included assignment of a captain to a year tour in the Uinited
States visiting behavioral science research and applications units.

The Royal Australian Air Force (RAAF) does not. have a separate cor).s
of Behavioral Scientists nor even an occupational category for psycholojists.
Most of the clinical and research functions are performed by civilian psychol-
ogists for the RAAF. Some tasks normally assigned to Behavioral Scientists

0 in other services are usually performed by Training and Education officers ill
the RAAF. Such a T&E officer is typically assigned on exchange with the Air
Force Human Resources Laboratory (Manpower and Personnel Research
Division), Brooks AFB TX. The USAF exchange officer is assigned to the
occupational analysis cell within HQ Support Command, Victoria liarracks,
Melbourne.

Normally, the RAAF exchange officer returning to Australia is assigned
to the National Defence Headquarters in Canberra, as part of the NI)ItQ staff
or as the officer in charge of the OA cell in Melbourne. Ie is responsihic
for working through applications of the research he conducted while in the
US and other recent MPT research results.

The Australian Armed Forces, particularly the RAAf, are very active in
international cooperative efforts, including membership in the Milit.airy Testinq
Association (which met in Munich, Republic of West Germany, for their 1981
annual convention), and the Psychology in the DOD symposium, hosted e'very
other year by the USAF Academy. In addition, RAA and IJSAF ex(hanqe
officers often participate in the Australian Psychological Assuciation in it,;
annual convention. In addition, the Australian Armed Forces have recently
been involved in negotiations with the Canadian )efence I orce:; on the pwo;-
sible establishment of an exchange position between the (:anadiin 'S( ) branch
and the RAA Psychology Corps.

Summary

Behavioral Scientists are a very active force in the military s:ervices of
allied nations, but their role, structure, and activity vair-y qre ,tly by tinlty ,
and even by service within country. The most inte(r,led pr m ';i ':; I
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be that. of Israel, where psychologists and sociologists are used to provide a
vdjr'iety of both research and field clinical services. The least integrated
program is that of the Australian Armed Forces, where each service has its
own program ranging from the Psychology Corps of the RA Army (modeled
alter the IDF) to the RAAF system where research and operational Human
Resources Management programs are the responsibility of Education and
Training officers. In all cases, however, there is an active interaction of
military Behavioral Scientists of each country with those in the United States
and other allied nations through exchange programs and participation in
professional meetings and conferences.
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